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SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS
FOR PRACTITIONERS, ADMINISTRATORS, AND POLICYMAKFR%

The Goal-Oriented Social Services System (GUSSS), a gset of concepts
and proceduras developed by HEdW, was tested as a vehicle for gathering
s anplyses. The tool

for calculating cost-eflectiveness ratios was the Relative Cost-Effective-

data that could be used in uwaking cost~effectivenes
ness ".odel (RCEM), & mathematical model whose usability on social services
dnta has been under scrutiny throughout the project's three years. Utili-

gation has been an important coacern, especislly during the third year.

The Experience of Using GOSSS

The pual-subgoal structure fourd in the draft fcderal material proved
té be unusable by the social workers. We replaced this materisl with a”
four-dimensional structure (page 4=5 and Table 3,2} which the workers
found much more scceptavle. The GO3SS list of barriers, found to be tco
lerTthy, was repiaced by @ shorter, but too genersl, list {Apvendix B,
pare B~5).
troublesome (Appendix B, pages B-2 through B=5).

The primary client concept, as we understood it, wes extrersly
See Appendix 8 generally
for places where the GO3SS strusture needs improvement.

N

Measuring bEffectiveness of Service

For most social service prigrams, measuring benefit to the client in
absolwic terms (e.g., in dellars) is out of the question. Therefure, the
technique consists in assigning eaech csse to a cateyory describing its
outcome, then using the RCEN to generate 4the weights that will represent
the vrlues of ihe various outcons categories relative to one enother.
Correlutional anelysis vas applied to three kinds of outcome categories,
in the hope that tbe first kind would be found adequate for gencral use?
(1) outcome categories derived from the four-dinensional goal structure,

and hence applicuble to any gervice (called gservice-psneric outcones);

(2) outcone categeries tuilored to a specific service, such as child

(Continued on back cover)
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ABSTRACT

PROJECT OH RELATIVE iFFeCTIVENLSS OF
SOCIAL SkitVICnys
THIKD YkAR

September 1, 1973

Saction 1115 grant #11-P-57111/5-03

Grantee: Minnesota Department of Public aelfare

Contractor: Unco, Inc., of washington, D. C.

Principal Autnors: B. Allen 3enn, PhD (Unco)
Barbara VWickberg (Minnesota)

The objective was to test the applicability of the Relative lost-
Effecliveness Model, a mathiematical model developed in another huwan service
area, to public welfare socigl services. During the third year, the HCRM
was spplied to the concepts of the Goal-uriented Sociul Services Lystenm

(cosss).

Thirty social workers in two county welfere departments reported
sevvices given and amount of time aspent on each of 1682 cases. Thuze
time reports were used to ¢stimute the cost of service to sach case.
Various methods of measuviine case outcome (so that service effeciiveness
could be mssessed) were tried and com: ured with one anotner, ucing cases
in five major service arcas.

In the area of employmenti-related services, a generic outcowe scale
was found to be acceptable, but in the other four aress scrutinized
(chilg protection, wrnmarrie? parents servicesg mental liealth services,
and mental retardation services) it was found necessary to use outcume
mecsures tailored specifically to the service area under study. 7The
cost of worker-provided services per hour of interview time was estimated
to be $46, taking into account sll appropriate overhead and otner factors.
Cost-effectivenegs of ¢ ‘loyment-related services and of child protective
services was found to be . lated to the urecence of an agreed-upon goal.
Problems in the data on pur .hased services and small sample sizes in
groups of closed cases precluded the making of extensive cost-effuctivencss

mlalyseﬁ .

Index Terms Assipgned:

Comparison; cost analysis; criterin; offeetiveness weusures; evaluuto;
protective services; social welfarue servicec; sovcisl workers; time measwres.
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More remotely, the county welfare dejartments which part%cipated in ‘; PABLE 09 COTRTS

the project's first two years contributed by helping us to rain ax;erience » &

P In addition to Hennepin and Kamsey, . >

that was put to use in the final year. ‘ .
the welfa?e departments in the following counties par?lCLpaLUd lq one or
both years: Anoka, Blue karth, Carlton, Carver, Kandiyohi, uvlmsted,

St. Louis, and Scott.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY !

In April of 1970, representatives of the 0ffice of Plarning
and Evaluation of the Sociel and Rehabilitation Service approacheda the Kinne-
sota Department of Public Welfare about the possibility of participating in
&8 project on evaluating the effectivéness of social services. Unco, Inc.,
g Washington-based consulting firm, had devised a method of making cost-effect-
iveness comparisons with the kinds of data typically available from human
service programs, and had demonstrated the technique in a study of the Job
Corpz. Now HEY wanted to test its applicability to public #elfare social
services. SRS proposed tu ask several states to participate in the project,
hoping thereby to make possible some cost-effectiveness comparisons among
v~vious patterns of organization and administration. Minnesota vas invited
to serve as the "lead" scute, the state which would work most closely with
Unco on the task of adapting Unco's invention, the Relative Cost-Effectiveness

Model {(RCEM), to public welfare,

The Minnesota agency, with a long history of interest in evaluating the
effectiveness of social services and especially in making such cvaluutions
routinely availab}e to administrators, perceived the proposed project as a
means to that long-desired end. The agency agreed to participate, and assigned

a8 senior research analyst from its staff to work full time on the project.

The project was planned at first to last one year. Subsenuently, it
waes continued through a second year which was methodologically similur to the
first, and then through a third, which was entirely different in methods and

thrust. This report deals with the third and final year of the project,
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and only with the Minnesota portion. In the interest of clarity, the
report includes brief descripfions of the first two years. These appear

below, with references to the detailed reports,

It should be noted that though the earlier reports were by Unco, this
report is a joint effort in which the Minnesota agency is the responsible
publisher. We believe this is appropriate, in that future development of

project findings and materials will be the agency's responsibiliyy.

The First Year

The purpose of the project's first‘year was to demonstrate the
applicability of Unco's Relative Cost-Efiectiveness Model (RCEM) to the social

services provided by public welfare departments. To provide content to the

‘demonst;ation, three kinds of vervices were selected for study: child pro-

tective services, employment services provided by welfare departments, and
family planning services. Thzne were chosen from the services which were

mandatory at that time under Title IV-i of the Social Security 4ct (AFDC).

The decision to use the three services was made Jointly by SRS, Unco,‘
Minnesota, and the other two participating government units: Washington State

and the District of Columbia.

During this part of the project, a number of substantive findings came
out relative to the specific services. It should be remembered, however,
that the project's purpose at this stuge was principally to develop and aemon-

strate a tgchnique, not to study the chosen services per se.
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Me%hod. For each of the three services, we developed a set of mutually-
exclusive categories to describe all possible objective outcomes that can
occur in the case of a client who has been receiving the service. (The
relative "goodness" of these various outcome categories, i.e. the "beneft
weights" needed to convert the qualitative information into suituble quanti-

tative form, was determined by a process described elsewhere in this report.)

For each service, three Minnesota county welfare departmentls were selected
as data-collection sites. A crew of data collecters experienced in Minnesota's
public welfare system extracted factual data from closed case records. This
included determining bthe outcome category best describing what happened to
each client. Data were analyzed using both the RCEM and conventional cross-

tabulations,.

FPindings in Minnesota. In chila protective services (with a sample of

354 children) the three counties differeu.in cost-effectivenes:s but did not
differ appreciably in effectiveness independent of costs. When ihe data from
the three counties were :ombined (not a legitimate procedure, bul useful for
illustration) the following variables were found t¢ be related to efficiency
or cost-effectivenesss

the length of time that a case remained optn

the presence or absence of foster care :
o :
the amolint of medical care provided . i

the educutional level of the child's mother
The first three relationships are easily explainable: the costs of foster
care, medical care, and long-term social worker effort increasc the denominntort

of the cost-effectiveness ratios as they increase. [he effectiveness or benefit

measure Hud certain inadequacies thut nllowed it to be ovurpowvr@d by the

increused denuminators.




Analysis of data from a T75-case probability sample of employment-services
cases (primarily WIN cases) revealed only slight inter-county differences in
cost-affectiveness but greater differences in effectiveness independent of
costs, ‘When county data were combined, these'éiient attribates seemed to be
important: age, education, number of pre-school children, and total number
of children.- Service was more effective if the client was youngé had et ;east
& high-school diploma, and had few children. (Other relationships pertaihing
to client attributes cannot be described so succinctly.) Clients for whom
a mo&erate amount was spent on training allowances, etc., received more effect-
ive service than those for whom little or nothing was‘spent. But the smaller

the expenditures for allowances and incentives, the better the cost-effective-

ness ratics.

Studying family planning services proved to be the leust sautisfactory

portion of the project's first year. All three county agencies that were

. studied make an effort to reach out. into the community to provide birth-con-

trol information to community grouns, many of whose members are not welfare-
agency clients and never will be. The costs of such outreach were inseparable,
given the first-year's procedures, from the costs of family-planning counseling
and services provided to formally enrolled clients of the local agencies.
Unfortunately, the RCEM required definite outcomes information on service-

recipients. This was available only for the formally enrolled clients.

Since cost data for services to such clients alone were not available,
only the RCEN comparisons of effectiveness are worth mentioning, Client
attributes associnted with effective service were: AFDC status, educntion,

marital stutus, and legitimacy status of the youngest child. Receipt of AFDC

and possession of less than an eighth grade education were botl associated witk

less effective service. Unmarried woren and women whose youngest child wag
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illegitimate got more effective service than others. There was u slight
positive relationship belween service effectiveness and tne number of pre-

school children.

The concept of "effective service" as used in the siudy implies recep-
tiveness to birth-control information. The study findings point to two sets
of clients who are sufficiently interested in birth control .o obtein the
necessary information and act on it: mothers of several pre-achool children -
and mothers of illegitimate children. These are two targel gruups that are

often the subject of extensive welfare services.

Reports. Unco produced the following reports on the project's first

year in the three participating states:

September 21, 1970
January 8, 1971
May 1%, 1971
Septenmber 1, 1971

Report on Compoletion of Phase I

Progress Report on Phase 1I

Report on Comnletion of Phase II

Report on Comusletion of Phase III

The Department of Public Welfare (DKH) broduced two reports covering Minncsota
onlys

The Project on Relative Effectiveness of Sociul

Services: Findings of the First Year in Minnesota Decer.ver 1, 571

"The Relative Cost-Effectiveness Model in Minnesota

in Minnesota welfare, 23 (4): 22-23 Winter 1571-72

In addition to these formal reports, Unco produced two "Briefs", two or three
pages in length, highlighting selected findings and suggenting possible impli-

cations for udministrators. These brief's constituted the begpinning of a more

systematic concern with utilization ot the sorts of findings which the RCIM

is capable of producing.,
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The Second Year

The first year had demonstrated the technical feasibility of apply-
ing the RCEM to social service data which include reliable information on
case outcomes. It became apparent, however, that feasibility alone was not
enough to commend the RCEM to its potential users, the administrators of
state and county welfare agencies. The users needed to be convinced of its
value in dealing with issues of practical concern. During; the projects second

year, therefore, increased attention was given to the matter of utilization.

Even though the RCEM had bveen proved workable, improvements were needed
in the instruments and procedures which support its data bzse,. (Improvements
in the mathematical structure and computer support of the HCEM itself have
been made over the past three years. These were not a.sociated with the main
utilization problems, however.) In particular, the original method of esti-
mating the cost of services given by social workers, and the complexity of
the sets of outcome categories used during the first year seemed unsatisfac—
tory to the project ste”f. PFor this reason, we decided to collect more data
in the areas of child protective services and employment services, using
simpler sets of outcume categories anc more than one approach to the measure-
ment of social worker activity.

Method. In the matter of utilizatl n, three sub-projects were conducted.
The first of these (which actually occurred during the first year but is more
relevant tuv second-year concernu) was a survey of the Department of Public
Welfare's current practices in monitorin., county welfare departnent output,
esvecially in the area of social services.

Unco staff members interviewed key

DPW staff persons and offered a scries of recommendations
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The second utilization sub-project, named the Communication Kodel Tor
the ﬁtilization of Technical Research (CMUTR) Study, was of a more formal
and ambitious nature. (Indeed, SRS was directly involved in its 6rigin and
development; and the grant application was amended in mid-year to provide
funds to conduct it.) Its purpose was to examine the effects of 9ommunica-
tion on research utilization by state welfare departments. The states of
Minnesota, Colorado, and Washington were involved. In each s*ate welfure
department, Uncb representatives interviewed key staff members in an eftort
to identify factors affecting the success of research utilization. Iwo
technical innovations were examined in cuch state--the RQ;M and one other.

(In Minnesota the second innovation vas CASS, the Case and Administrative

Service System.)

The third sub-project bearing upon the matter of utilization was o one-
month :ompilation of information about complaints received by DM atout LFW

functions. Though conducted an a free-standing study and perceived by DF¥

personnel as having a value independent of the RCEM project, this :-.udy actually.

grew out of a determination to make the RCEM project relevant to the concerns
of DPW managers and hence to. promote RCHEN utilization. (Complaints turn the

spotlight on problems. RCEM analysis may reveal keys tr solutions.)

In addition to these subfprojects, a considerable effort was made to plun
the collection and anclysis of cuse data s0 as to produce findings Lhut would
be genuinely interesﬁing to potential users. This effort consicted of exten-
éive interviewing of stute:ahd cognty welfure personnel before the data=-collec-
tion effort begun, the prepurati;h of written statements synthesizing these
people's views of the real issues that should be addressed in the analysis,
and continuing interaction between Unco'u project manager and cortain of the

interviewees throughout the course of the year.
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The collection of data on child protective and employment services

followed essentially the same pattern as during the first year. Data were
extracted from the records of closed cases by a crew of data collecters,

all but one of whom were veterans of the first year,

The protective services cases were drawn from six counties. Employment
services cases were siudied in four of the six counties. (The other two had

too few cases, being small in population and having no WIN programs.)

The sets of outcome categories for the two services were simplified

and re-weighted.

In addition to reading case records, the data collectors also int-rviewed

each social worker about each of his sample cases, primarily to get an esti-

mate of time spent on the case but also to get some facts about the worker
himgelf,

-~

Findings and Reports on Utilization Sub-Projects,

The monitoring survey

produced descriptive information aboutrspecific prictices being used in DP¥

at the time, plus a package of alternative recommendations for an improved

monitoring system that would require various amounts of agency resource

use. The report produced by Unco was ontitleds

Report of a Study of Recommendutions and Sug;;estions for

the State of Minnesota Depurtment of Public Jelfare,

This report is not &vailuble for general distribution. Its value to other

agencies would be small, for it.wus highly specific to the DPY environment,

The CMUTR study developed a descriptive paraedignm covering the innova-

tion process
o and, more importantly, the process of communication relating

to - : : :
the use of a proposed innovation; it also contained a series of recommene
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dations. Since they were quite extensive and do not have a forwal connection
with the activity of the third year, we will not summarize them hera. The

inferested reader should see Unco's reports

Communication Model for the Utilization of Technicul Research

(CMUTR) Studys Utilization within State Departments of

Public Welfare Systems of Advanced Management Technology

Innovations.
June 30, 1972

The survey of complaints coming to DPW's attention resulted in a set

of tables describing the origin, nature, and disnositioua of complaints
received in January 1972 and reported to the project office. Despite con-
siderable effort to publicize the survey, we found that reporting was
incomplete. Also, the fact that it touk place so late in the fiscal year
(contrary to plans) reduced its value as a means of identifying issues

of concern to DPN managers that could be built into the case record study.
Despite the fuct that it turned out tu have only limited utili.y for the
project as a whole, it hud valuc to DP¥ in ite own right as a pllot test
of a routine for collecting duta on conpluints. ‘The report of this sub-
project, too specific to be of value outside of DPY, wius distributed to

gelected staff members under the title

A Study of Complaints Received by the Minnesotu Department
karch, 1972

of Publiec welfare During January, 1972

Findings Bnsed on Case Dala. Through interviews with knuwledgeable

program people, Unco's project manngrr identified problems avout the pro-
vision of effuctive, efficient chila protective scrvices and employment
" gervices, These problema nre cited and possible solutions supgested in the
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1t appeared from the cose records that improvemerts

j'fiqal report of the project's second year. (Prom some of these sugestions

ong could devise experiments, in which the RCEM would ve us
statistical conclusions, to te:
in fuct increase the effectiveness ana efficiency

are provided,)

Of the 413 children receiving cnild protective services

this study, avout one-fourth came from families

vice before. Complaints about the care of the children came to the

from a variety of sources --indecd, mure
the provective service in 20 percent of
of parental misbehavior was identified in halr of the cases.
social worker spent un gveruge of L2 nours per case, at :
fringe benefits and overhead) of about 160, Supervirors
members contributed

serving tne case. The couat of work done by staff nember

plus vendor puyments for foster care,

cost per case that ranged from 3250 in one county tu slicht).

-t

another., (There wus u wide varisnce around each of Lhe

however., The intereuted reader is urged to consult the

second year, rather than to rely upon these necessarily brief

course of the case in the child's

erome SRS R 2 A

Y

sed for drawing

st whether solving the cited Froplems would

with which the services

included in

that kad received thin sere

agency

than one conpl:nt scurce triggered

the cuses, and nore than ono tyie

The principal

4 cost (including
and other giaff
an additional hour to the average tim2 required for

5 on these cases,

medical care, ete., produced 4 total

uver 1000 in

averagen just cited,

final report of the

stutements. )

occurred during the

scheol performance, physical heanlth, and

mental well-being., The ottcome of 4% prercent of tne cuues wus said to be

the elimination of the child-negloct

vention. The provlen persiasted in one=Uifth of the nares pub
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discontinued because further work wus deemed likely to be jneffective.
Une~sixth of the children moved out of the county, making them no longer
accessible. Vhen the RCEM was applied to the data on child protective ser-
vices, no significant results pertaining to effectiveness were found. Cost-
effectiveness was inversely related to the number of staff hours invested
in tne case--a finding that is not surprising, in view of the fact that the
number of staff hours is an impdrtant component of the cost-ectimation pro-
cedure. (If the expenditure of a greal amount of stuff time could be shuwn
to be conspicuously more €ffective than the expenditure of lesser amounts
of time, this greater elfectiveness might have over-ridden the increase in
cost to un extent sufficient to procuce a better cost-cffectiveness ratio

for cases thut received rore service.)

In employment services, second-ycnr figures are not comparable to those

compiled for the first year, since we excluded during the qvcoﬁd yecar those
clients who were immediately known by their soecial workers <o be inappropriate
for referral to employment or a tiraining program. (Changes in progrum remu-
lations during the project are another important source of nor-compurabilitv
of data for the two years.) Having nuie thié initial exclusion, we found
that nearly ail of the 282 clienty in the suwaple were deened appropriate

for training or in a few inustances fur inmediate employment, ‘Two-thirds

were reterred to WIN during the courre of the stuay yeur, 22 percent to HUTA,
and most of the remuinder to varivus uther employment programs. However,
only 64 percent actunlly enroiled in n training vrogram. 'Pwo-thiras of tn
remainder (23 percent of the total sample) did not uccevt thweir referruls
(vince nut ull clients were required t enroll in tnosg days), and tne re-
maining 12 percent were rejected by the training prograr, Only 47 of the
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clients whose receipt of employment services ended during the stud, period
completed a training program. However, the numver who found jobs was larger
than this; because some clients dropped out of training progrums to accept
employment. The jobs that they accepted, whether on tneir own or as a

result of agency effort, tended to be low-puying, low-nkill joos. Of all
clients whouse cases terminated during the study period, 10 percent terminated
because they were employed as a result of the agercy's effort and 20 percent
obtained employment in some other way. A tutal of fourteen hours of ser-
vice was¢ provided to the average case, of wnich eleven and one-half hours
were social worker tise. When totul staflf hours were examined in relation

to case outcome, it uppeured that speniing nore than twenty nuars on a case
did not result in a significant improverment in outcore. In fact, after ten
nours there appeared to be a dramstic drop in cost-2lfectivencss, when only
the cost of staff time is considered. HCEM anulyses revealcd that scivices
to male clients are both more effcctive and more cust-effective thun services
to femules, Also, it wus shown that services to Caucasians are more cost-
effective than services to Indiuns, witich i" turn are wore cust-effective

than services Lo Black clients.

Reports. Those repurts thut covered the three nubeprujects have
already been listed. On the case-datn aspect, and related matters, Unco

produced the following final revort of the project's second yeurs

Measuring the Relative Costy nnd Effectivenen: of

Belected Soucial Servicea Included under Titie 1V,
Aujunt 18, 1972

Purt A of the Social decurnly Act

On the subject of vur progress toward nccomplishing the tasks included in
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the study proposal, DPY submitted two reporis:

Progress Reports Project on delutive plflectivenens of

Social services

March 14, 1972, and (upuuted) May 19, 1972

Objectives of the Third Year

One third-year objective wus Lo test the applicability of the Relative
Cost-Effectivuness Model, a matnemeticsl model aeveloped for tre Job Curps,
to public welfare sucial services. Juring the thira year, the HCEM was

upplied to the concepts of the coul-Uriented Social Services System (G0u5S)

Unlike many demonstration projects, which focus uoon an innovative
method of service delivery, this has been essentinlly a methodulogicul
projects It shows a method o making cost-effectivenesns compurisons.
This method can be applied tu casen receiving a swpecitied service. being
used to compure uny appropriate aspects of tne service aelivery system.
This is the appiication thatl we demonstrated during the first wo yoars,
during whicn tine we used oulcome cntegorieas that were tailorea to Lhe
specific service being utudied., Bul it seened reavonuble Lo tionk that
inter-service compar.asons would be feauible ulso, assuwning that we limit
such comparisc 3 to cases for which toey are appropriute, i.e., cuses
having tne swme general goal. (It is conceivuble tnat cuat-tnafit rution
could be calculated und compured for any pale of servicen whnisoever,
provided thut the benefit ot eu;h possivle vuteome coul.d be satinfactorily
stated in terms of dollars. Bubt if tue benefits cun be fully deseribed in

dollars, we do not nced the wCEM. ‘ihe need for such o Lool uu tne HCEM

arises when the nmout sutiafuctory-~pernups the oniy==wiy to dencribe the
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impact of a service upon a client is in qualitative terma.. Under those
circumstances, we need to have a set of qualitative oulcume cutegories
that "mahe sense" for the cuses being compared. The terms in whaich case
outcomes are described should bear a logica! relutiovnship to the purposes
for which the service prougrams exist. That is the Justificatiun for the
limiting statement that cases tu be compired snouid have tiie sane general

‘,oal . )

The foregoing explanation implies the need fur a set of general out-
come cotegories Lo suppiement or replace the service-specific sets of
categories develo, :d during the first two yoars. & ready-tidde sebe-
more inan one, in fact--appeared toward the end of the nroject's second
year. It wan a purt of GJS33, tne Goul-Oricnted Hocial services Syuterm,
G0SSS was a system of concepts, proceaurcs, and forms devised by SRS with
the expectation that every stute would be required to use them ia progrum
budgeting, performence nonitoring, and various furss of accountability
within the sucial services covered by tne public nsaistunce titles, {8y the
time the project ended, GU35Y, which nad never bLecn officiunlly nandated,
appeared tu huve bteen abundonea by SHS. It wuo very much alive, however,
throughout tse calenaar year 1972, nut only while tre pruject's third yerr
wap being planned but also during the rirst few months of field work.) When
we paw the draft matering describing GJ83S und discoverea witnin 4t some
generic goals tu which the RC:4 could be applied, and when we perceived the
mugnitude of the undcertnring thiit would be required of Mdinnesota in urder
to implement GOus34, our uest courae uf acstion for the project's third year
wns voviount to design and Cield=tent cur own version uf the SS1S (the
Socinl services Informutiun Jubsyrtem, one part of the i3S pu.kage), and
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to apply the RCEM to the data thus collected.

Yhich parts of the GOSS5 siructure constituted the generic outcoume
categories? There were two possibilities: “econdition of life" and
"barrier status." Basic tc GOSHS were the ideas that (1) each social

seryices client can be assigned one of four goals: sell-support, self-care,.

community-vased care, or institutionalization; and (¢) that the function of

‘social services is to help the client attain tne chosen goal by removing

or controlling various barriers which stand in his way. Attainment of one
of the gouals may be a matter of degree, e.g2., 8 client may be only partially
sel{~-supporting. For that reason, the GO33S materials contained 2 sort of
scale attached to each of the broad goals, thus making it possible to repurt
the degree to which a client had attained one of the gouls. Since his
current status, as well as his hoped-for future status, could be reported

in this fashion, the term goal was largely abandoned in favor of the rore

general term conditiun of 1ife. For project purposes, tnen, she various

possible conditions of life that clients might attain as a (presumet)
consequence of social services--i.e., the degrees or steps just described--
aconstituted a set of outcome categories to which tne RCHM might be applied.
Also, the GOS8 material listed thirty barriers (a lint which we subrequently
shortened) and provided & set of coldes f'or indicating from time Lo time wnat
had happened to each barrier that the client faced. These coules appeared

likely at firat to offer another set of outtoume cateruries fecr RCEM analysis.

Data collection and analysis is to no avail unless planners and admin-
istrators act on the results, Therefore, utilization was another important

concern in the third year. The objective was: To develop and demonstrate

15
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a utilization strategy, i.e. a strategy for enabling proarawm wanagers

to act upon the results of cost-effectiveness analyses.

Summary of the Third Year

Data Collection Activities. Data were collected for two general pur-
poses: (1) to try out the project f[orms, the GOSSS concepts, and the RCEM

on some "real, live" cases; and (2) to identify the difficulties arising

in the process of completing the forms and using the concepts.

Thirty social workers im the Hennepin and Ramsey County Welfare Depart-
ments recorded services given and case outcomes for a vuriety of types of
cases during a six-month period, putting this information on an updated list
prepared monthly by computer. Factual and judgment information (g.g. the

service plan) was recorded on & puir of one-time forms. GOSSH concepts had

been built into all the forms.

Near the conclusion of iield work, the social workere were interviewed
about each case that had closed, chiefly for the purpose of getting these
additional measures of case outcomé: the worker's subjective judgment of

the benefil which accrued to the clientj; and, if the client had received one

of the five most-frequently given services (child protective services, employ-

ment sefvices, services related to unmarried parenthood, menial health ser-

vices, or meital retardation services), the service-specific outcome category

5_ best describing the case.

Payments for purchased services werc extracted from local agency nceoun~
ting records on a case-by-case basis, thus assuring maximum flexibility for

e

dqta analysis. Data on workers' salaries, together with the amount of inter-
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view time spent on eaéh case (recorded as s part of the service-recording
process), were used to compute the cost of worker-provided service, case by
case. An overhead estimate, representing local agency adminiﬂt;ation and
state agency supervision, was calculated for each county from available
fiscal reports and was then used as a multiplier to effect an appropriate
increase in the estimate of the cost of the effort which the worker expended

on each case.

To find out whether workers were completing the onc-time forms correctly
and whether they were comprehending the GOSSS concepts well enough to apply
them to their cases, a project staff member read a sample of case records.
Results of this review were encouraging. Also, each worker was interyiewed
early in the field-work period to fini cut his opinion of the $0SSS cbﬁceQﬁs
and his experience in recording the services that he was providing. This
information was merged with cther kinds of feedback to improve the data

system.

Highlichts of Revults of Dita antdvsis. Of tue 1682 social services

P,

cases in the project, six -ut of seven were'rccipients of' public assistance
at tne time when service plans were being prcpured‘for them, and 40 per-
cent were thought to be unemployavle. At least 70 percent were living at
home and weré considered able to do s, but rany hid extensive need for
services. The burrier wout Irequently cited by the sociul worker was

family oroblens, with atout 40 percent of the planned services being

intended tuv deal witl those prublens.

In prepsrirg service plans, the vurkers selected a great variely of

services that they intended to offer tu tue clients, the most-Crequently

meationed being marital, family, and child-rearing counseling: mental

17
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of their total "payroll time." This total “puyroil time" wan ostimgtcd
to have a dollar value of 3472,800 for the six montﬁs. T}at estimate
includes not only the salaries of the social workevs but also the aypro-
priate shares of clerical and supervisory sularies, of tiae salaries of
the local agency's admiaistrative stuff, of the local ugency's non~
salary overhead, and of the cost of sovcial service supervision provided
by DF¥. Based on this method of estimation, each 15-minute time unit

of contact time (together with the tine that the social worker apent in
paperwork, conferences, eic., which we consider to be peripheral activity)
was given a value of $11.52. '

Various ways of meusuring case ocutcome were itried and compared with
one anotiier. The "service-specific" oulcome categories'(gig., uutcforicu
describing the various outcomes of child proiteciive services) seem to be
usable for at least gross analysis. The "service-guneric" outcume scaley

proved to be inadejunte, except fur erployment service c.ses.
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* health services, mentul retardation services, child protective services, t
B ol
- and empluyment and rehabilitative services. The possibility of' purchusing » "
\ o
] . . .
. these services from an outside agency was mentioned only 9 percent of the 4
- ; .
time. In nearly all of the cases, the worker expected Lo achieve the o) z
woal of nis service plan within one yea: or less. -
I3 Eg g i‘
In the preceding puaragraph we have named, in order of fregquency, . ’ !
T
. ¥ ™
the. services that the social workers vere most of'ten planning; Lo give. wg i
' What actually huppened was somewhut different from what the plans showed. i
.. Ho attempt was made to cumpare plans with performance on a case-by-cise é;
L3
&3
basis, vut the social workers' rerorts showed the most 'requently given ;% %‘
b g
services to be (in this order): chiid vrotection {bzoadly defined); e
mental health services; employment wid rehabilitntive services; family- wi N, o
: b
planning, guardianship, and health neeas services; various non-counseling ot
. X T g
. e o ea s . iF ]
services to strengthen individual ane {umily life; mental retardation : I;
: ]
. services; and services tu wwarried :rents. : )
. X : ][
In 80 percent of the cases, the sucial worker tal.,ed with the client i
. ' o
or a collaterual person ut ls2ast once ‘uring the courdie of* the project. !
' : (The remaining 20 percent may have goutlen services that were not reflected .
! o w¥ E
in the social workers' reports of activity, since these rejoris covered o i ;
L € M
. W N : !
only time spent in contucts or in treavel.) In their resorts, the workers R : E
"W -~
indicated thut they spent 55 percent ol their renortable time in the ficld “3
. (including travel tine), 38 percent un the lelepuoné, and only 9 percent o . aa 'l E
1 - - . {
_— in office interviews. P s 1 :
‘ +
The "time units" reported by tue workers, which represent only cun- . . !
o N s
] o .
* " - “
| b : tuct time and travel time, totalled 10,26% hours and accounted for 36 percent : _l
‘ o - . ,
. N v N
: "?\‘
] 4 .
¢ ' T o . , . T - . PPN
o . Coy
. 1 i . i i v -
! e ' L .

The Reluative Cost-pffectiveness licdel was ajpplied to
sons, despite the difficulties caused by cost-measurement
by tne smallness of the subgroups anor,, the closed cises.

of prior agreement upon a goul betwcen Lhe worker and the

a few compari-
nroblems uand
The precence

client apparentily

wag associated with more effective service, both in employmeni servicen

and in child protection, but especially in the former.
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Chapter 2

The Relative Cost Effectiveness Model (RCEM)

It 18 difficult, 1f not impossible, to attach a meaningful absolute
benefit to each possible client outcome of a socilal service. The preferred
outcome of employmeuﬁ services, obtalning a job, can be expressed as a mone-
tary gain tQ‘tﬁa clienflor as a tax saving becaﬁse of the reduced need for
public assistance, yet there are a number of alternative beneficial outcomes
that can hardly be expressed in monetary terms, Without benefits ascribed
in absolute terms and without the willingness to assign a value of zero to
outcomes having no obvious consequences in monetary terms, it is not possible

to produce an absolute cost-benefit vatio (such as, "the service yielded

$3.50 worth of benefit for each dollar spent.')

But there 1is a way ¢i making comparigons of the cost-effectiveness
(or juat the effectiveness) of two or more methods of servieo delivery,
combinations of service elements, organizational arrangements, etc. To
do this, we convert the set of outcome categories into a measurement scale
requiring less stringent assumptlons than that of a dollar scale, The
measurement can be on an ordinal scale, interval scale, scale at the order-

metiic level (d.e., in which the distances between scale points can be

-expressed relatively but not in absolute terms), or even.a hybrid scale

from these various types, The RCEM can handle any of these with input being

any set of mathematical rules or constraints which describe the relation-

ships, or "effectiveness weights," among the various outcomes.

In the controversial field of public welfare, cowplete counsensus is

.

lacking for some of these relatlve effectiveness weights. Since this
project. has always heen oriented towarﬂ‘developing a tool that the wel-

20
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fare system could use to study its own performance, we have incorporated
the range of opinlons held by program managers of welfare agencles.

Obviously this approach is blased towar& the social service managers and
other personnel rather than the clients.

The outcome categories also

reflect this same point of view.

Program personnel were used as the judges for establishing the
relationships among the various outcome categories. The criterion used
in establishing these relationships (that is, in ranking or rating
categories) was the probable effectiveness which would accrue to the
client by virtue of having exited from the service area at that outcome.
Experience has shown that social workers, supervisors, and even clients
do not disagree radically when asked to rank order a set of outcome
categories. Furthermore, during thn first year of the project we found

that the experimental “utroduction of various kinds of effectiveness

scales, which had the effect of Introducing a wider range of divergent

opinions, did not make a substantial difference in the results of selected

cost-effectiveness comparisons in protective services. In employment

services (and in family planning services, an area not speéifically

studied after the project's first year), introducing other kinds of scales

‘had more noticeable consequences on the cost~effectiveness findings,

How RCEM Functions. The Model is a computer simulator that views

effectiveness measures as the product uf two input factors: cateporical

outcome measures and effectiveness weights. RCEM's sophisticated analytic
procedures for such simple input are justified in order to muké allowances

for the uncertainties which invariably accompany decision-making in social

-3
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programs., In this case, the uncertainties have to do with giving proper
interpretations to outcome categories. Sophisticated procedures are
also necessary to adequately reflect statistical fluctuation in order

to eliminate spurious results due solely to chance.

RCEM input. Input to the model consists of both hard and soft data.
Hard data for each rlient group to be compared consist of (1) the number
of clients falling within each outcome category used for measurement
purposes and (2) the average cost per client in the group.* Soft data
include statements about the effectiveness weights for each outcome

category.

Within a client group, such as all Child Protection Cases of a local
office, the number of clients falling into each outcome category for the
period of time undervconsideration are aggregated to form a Jrequency
distributioﬁ. But frequency distributions are only one~half of the
measure of effectiveness fFor a project. The other half is the sel of
corresponding effectiveness wcights.' A key feature of “CEM is its ability
to cope with effectiveness weights expressed in a form that managers and
planners deem satisfactory. Statements expressing preference among ou!come

categories, or any other type of relationship, are called weighting

sealas,

An example of calculating service effectiveness with on interval

* A thorough examination of procedures for establishing both outcome
categories and cost estimates is the subject of Chapter 3.

2d

».

s

weipghting scale. To appreciate the variety in the types of weighting

scales that can be used, first cousider a hypothetical cmployment services
activity where each client who terminates in Category 1 is known to have
improved his life-time earnings by §20/week; clients in Categpory 2 by
$10/week; and Category 3 by $0/week. This kind of weighting scale is
known as an interval scale. Suppose, upon examining client groupings A
and B, we discovered that for each 100 terminees in ecach group, the

following results were obtained:

Group A Group B
Category 1 50 terminees 90 tcerminees
Category 2 30 terminces 10 terminees
Category 3 20 terminees 0 terminees

Clearly, we would be inclined to say Group B is more effective --
indeed, much more effective -- than Group A. In fact, we would probably

be inclined to calculate an "effectiveness ratio:"

= 21,300 - 46,

BiA = 90 x 520 + 10 x $10 + 0 0
0+ 20 x $0  $1,300

" 50 x $20 + 30 x S10 +

or we might say group B 1s 46 percent more effective than group A.

Calculating service effectiveness with an ordinal scale. The sim-
plicity of the above analysis derives from the absolutely precise speci-
fication of effectiveness weights provided by an intcrvui scale. As »
indicated previously, the effectiveness of sociual programs, cven cemploy-
ment services, is toa subtle to permit representation by an interval
scale. The most definitive statemenis about employment services that

would be generally acceptable are the forms of expression such as
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X % Data Specifications
: : the capability to obtain relative cost-effectivencss measures between
, DATA : ; groups by combining performance data (in terms of frequencies across
& @ /-( BASE .
i ! categories), costs, and statements about effectiveness weights, The
v J /. |
= E P Process Using y Relative Cost Effectiwveness Model (RCEM) is probably the most gencralized
. E "I"ile Analyzer " [~ ————-
- B existing example of this program.
y ’
:“ l !“ D .
X B . ; :
. t A Prepare Cost-Fffectiveness Mathematics of RCEM
LN 0 c Analysis Specifications _ ‘
_— 3 B K . Definitions. Civen costs and the percentape distribution of clients
N : ¥ . . A L
i . .
- (’; é< : across designated outcome categories, and a set of effectiveness weights,
[}
4 i
o i R Process Using . the cost effectivenuss ratio (r,\) of a particular client grouping, Propram
“ S "Relative Cost-Effcctiveness 4
o o Analyzer" * 1
e Y A, is defined {n Formula 1:
" S g ° : k A
L] : . "
Present to Managcment ' r = ' P, o€
» = . A g —L 2 vhere (1)
3 1 | i=l CA
o —Q |
* ¥ R ‘; ' - "
v o Prepare leport .
L S
j‘l‘ v n '
N
% .
|?>}
A 26 . ‘
T Y é 21
’ . ’ . —~°
* . ‘ . ) ’
_ . T T T




R R e St KIS RRE YT AR
. e i L R A e »my
fﬁ,,ﬁ‘m B e o £ e L g DA

52 S A

I

< K et

T e g e e

S

RN R

2T
A

2"

e

. SR N A s B B oA
22 o, B g TR I g A R e e Sy Y Ny

RO

T e Y .

semme RS

T
S P

p? =  probability of client in Program A achicving
outcome 1

ey = effectiveness welght assoclared with outcome i

<) = average cost f{or each client in Program A

Similarly, the cost effectiveness ratio (rB) of an alternate Program B

is denoted according to the same formula, with tae

k
LI LA
i=]

g

sale componenty:

After au appropriate allowance has been wade for lack of certainty about

the values for cach of the two progrums being comparced -- p? and p?‘

e;, and c, and €g ~= two measures of each ratio, vy and Tpy are sought,

The {irst mcasure 1s the probability that Program A is more cost effective

than Program B, The second measure is the expected rut'!o of ry to ry,
which 1s detined to be the relative cost eflfectiveness ot Prugram A to
Program B, It ig important to rote that by setting both unit costs to

unity, these measurces of relative cost of fectiveness boecome simply measures

of relative effectiveness,

The production of measures

« The two measures Just described are

denoted respectively:

(}A > vy IA) + and

ra [A) , where

————

ry

probability = p

relative coat
effectiveness =

m
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A = state of knowledge about effuctiveness weights,

Each of these expressions can be approached through the use of the

conditional probabilities in Forne.la 2:

/
T = I I s 3 1%y de, and (2)
Pr,> xp | e P(r, > 1, ]g) {e {}) de,
r
A r
E{= |A) =1, . .0 glA | e } P (e [2) de, where
T e e 2
B e R

e = effectiveness weight vector.

Notice that the probability ry > rp» given e, 1y either 1 or 0 (or .5)
whenever the client percentage distributions p? and p?, i=1....,k,
and unit costs, A and cgy are known with certainty as assured 1n Formula 1.

By the Law of Large Numbers, these equations become the 1ollowing:

L

= lim E Py > ry Igﬁ ) , and (3)

Plr, >r lk
B Vo v J=1

1=

(a1
"~

|

, where

...
=]
<
H
<

ed = a known realization from the wuniverse of

feasible effectiveness weights accomplished
by computer simulation.

.

These limits are approximated by using a large number (% = 200) o! random
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effectiveness weight vectors (gé). The simulated sample is selected in
accordance with the distribution function, P (EIA). Knowledge, A, 1is
translated into constraints in the computer, and these constraints set

limits for establishing the feasibility of randomized effectiveness

welghts.

The Laplace criterion* for decision making under uncertainty .s the
theoretical basis for this technique of associating probabilities with
the occurrence of any possible set of effectiveness weights. By means
of the Law of Large Numbers, simulation is used to allow for assessing
probabilities, for arbitrary statements concerni , effectiveness weights,
Otherwise one might be forced to rely on closed-form mathematics to per+<orm
there calculations, which might be difficult, if not impossible. At the
very least, a specialized mathematical development would be required for

each type of statement which might be included in the scheme.

-~

From studying Formula 3, it is evident that

.

r
P (r >r ] e) and E(—Il | e)should be further examined. It has
A B ' — Ty T
just been concluded, hcwever, that P (rA > rBI g_), is either-0 or 1 and

easily calculated,

"

Research (Englewood Cliffts, New Jersey:

*Davisd W, Miller and Martin K, Starr, Executive Decisions and Operations
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960),

pp. 90-94. The Laplace criterion is also called the c¢riterion of rationality,
"o . . [The] Laplace criterion is the only one that expresses no attitude
except the desire to be rational. That is, if we say we don't know the
probabilities then we must act as .ul we don't know the probabilities [p.94]."
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r
E (-Eé since, once e is given,
B

the formulas for calculating the relationship of r, to rp can be applied

| g_) is just as easily calculated,

by using Formula 1,

Thus, if the effectiveness for each possible outcome is known, and
the outcome distribution for clients along with unit costs are known,
the computation of the desired probability and expected-ratio can be
accomplished easily. When our level of knowledge about effectiveness
weights is less than complete, simulation principles can be applied by

a computer to converge to the desired measures for decislon making.

Statistical fluctuations in client distributions. A number of

extensions to the RCEM are necessary to maintain flexibility and to
relax certain restrictive assumptions. Seldom can client distributions
or costs be known deterministically {that is, exactly). Typically,
these inputs arise from a sample of the client population and hence are
subject to chance”fluctuations; the decision statistics .

T

r
p < r, > 1y IA) and E(Lé IA) should reflect these uncertainties.
B

Thus, one usually deals with a sample n clients from a program with

, and

a total of N clients. Outcome 1 is achieved by n,, Outcome 2 by n,

so on, Were this experiment repeated with another sample (even from the
same program), the frequencies, ni, would probably change. The extent
of such fluctuation is governed by the multinominal distribution, as

can be seen in the following calculation, More important, however, 1s

the impact of these changes on program effectiveness, rp or rp.
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Since £, or ry is a sum of parts, the Central Limit Theorem demonstrates

a tendency for it to be normally distributed. This implies that all

fluctuations in £y or rB’can be adequately studied in terms of the variance,

2 2
denoted as Gp, Or O .
A B

To calculate an expectation or r, or LY based upon frequency data,

A
Py is replaced by ny in ‘Formula 1,

n
To simplify the presertation of the concept, costs will be considered

later, and therefore ey = 1:

k
= =
, where
i=l &
k
n = .?1 .
i=1 : )

To estimate the sample variance in r, the multinominal distribution is
used:

n n

= 1
| 4 (fl, ‘..,gk[n,Pi,...,Pk) = n! ‘ Pl co o Py
nl!.'.nk.

k, where

= true probabilities of occurrences
-nl""’nk

Pl""’Pk
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Therefore, the moment-generating function (MGF)* for

U = S ny ey = nT 1is as follows:
i=1

MGF (t) = E(etY)

= E(etzniei)

nl!...nk!

(wrm)

where

n1=n

(nl""'nk\ s '
/

where
k

n =
> T

i=1

= (Ple"lt oo aHtpy e"’kt) n. -
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. " By assuming that r and e are un rrel *  this : :
Upon differentiating E (etu) twice and observing that: y & o uncorrelated, 8 reduces to
2
“ ' 2 2
d:z E(etu) ‘ t=0 = E(Uzetu) [t=0 VX = VE + VC s O
2 =
at
= E (v?)
2 2 2 2
2 2 — ve.te P v =V -y,
=n (el Pl+...+ek Pk) n({n-1) (elpl+ ek k) r X c
then:
2 (e 2P + te 2P )-—n (elpl+' "+ekpk)2 which is Impact of the extensione of the RCEM. The expected ratio statistic
o =n cew
k k
v 11 remains unchanged with statistical fluctuations. However the probability
2
estimated by Sg = Zniei2 - %; (Znjey)”. that r, > rp will change as a function of sample size,
A more appropriate calculation for P (rA > s [g) must now be
i ions, costs are considered . ’
Variance of cost estimates. ln most situations, developed from Formula 2 and Formula 3. Instead of being limitecd to only
ared, and require reason-
to be constants for eachk client group being compared, the values 0 or 1, P can now assume any value between 0 and 1. By
occasions costs are
ably simple variance calculation. However, on some |- assuming normality for reasons giver previously, and by dencting the
s of v . To deal with this . S
provided together with estimates of variances ° : actual means of r, and g as W, , with the respective variances
. B
situation, consider 2 2
OrA and orB » then:
r'=‘£ so that X = rc, where X repregents effectiveness, ) E
c ' _ . : ‘ ] 2 2
: ] * : Plr,>rgle) =P G‘ > rgli,. , H. , O r O )
From this, the variance can be calculated: \ . ( AL BI-— A~ rA rp rn rp
2 2 4 y2 42 vy where - \\a:
VA - vr c Pre rec’ N
'\
" 1
V = relative variance. s \ *This implies that cost effectiveness is not dependent upon cost alone--
’ N ¢ K Random Variables," N in fact, it does not even correlate with cost., An alternative assumption
*Leo A. Goodman, "The Variance of the Produ?t of ?7 (1962), pp. 54-00. R <. which can be used is that Pxe = 0. This should not usually be the case,
Journal of the American Statistical Association, ’ ' i c
i however, because as costs increase, so should effectiveness.
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This can be estimated by:

_ 2
p FnirBer'rB'sf ' 5z

\ 5 B s
= P[a>0]|d = ¥ -T ,s.-2 =s_ 2 2
‘ d £ TB/

P @ s> a_ ), where
B

standard normal variate.

éi- = Eﬁq - Eé) is
T —

o~
1

Notice that

. 2,5 2
(SrA rB)

the satatistic that is used in the t-test, and can be interpreted accord-

ing to the standard normal distribution for large samples. Thus, if e
is given deterministically, then the probability calculated by the RCEM
is equivalent to the large sample statistic used in deciding upon signi-

ficance of differences between the averapge effectlveness of two progranms.

In gencral, however, no traditional Statistic is equivalent to the

| measures produced by the RCEM.

Summary of the RCEM formulation. There are four legicul steps in the

application of simulatiom, with the Laplace criterion for modeling decision

g processes, to the development of the RCEM.

First, the objective is to estimate both the probability that Program

A is more effective than Program B and also their expected ratlo of

effect iveness,

. 36
¥y
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Second, calculations are based on the Laplace criterion to Justify
the 1 g 3
assoclation of probability statements with uncertainty about effective-

ness weights,

Third, computer simulation {s then used, according to the Law of
Large i
ge Numbers, to obtain probability statements from generic constraints
i 2 5
This permits formulas to be constructed under the assumption of known

effectiveness weights,

Fourth, with known effectiveness weights, conditional probability
can be calculated using standard techniques and the results can be
averaged. Therefora, the caluclations can be made as complex as required

to reflect reality, including sample fluctuations.
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Chapter 3

MEASURES AS INPUT TO RCEM

Introduction

Regardless of the underlying logic of RCEM or its appropriateness to
management, it like any other analytical technique, 1s limited by the
quality of input information provided. Of particular importance, therefore,
ave the two types ofhard data which mugt be obtained as input to the model.
Recall form Chapter 2 that these "hard" inputs consist of outcome categories

and costs.

During the first year of the project, extremely detailed outcomes were
established for Child Protective Services, Employment Services and Family
Planning Services., In contrast, the second year efforL was partly given
to simplifying those outcome categories (Family Planning Services was
eliminated from the second year study) while maintaining a commensurate
level of measurement sensitivity. But even wich simplified out’nmes, a
prectical limitation to full implementation of RCEM was the necessity for
having a distinct s of outcomes delined for each and every'service area.
Experience inidcated that caseworkers would rightfully balk if called upon

to routinely supply information at this level of specificity.

An attractive alternative 1s to measurc client achievements without
specific reference to a given service area, using generic categories appli-
cable to all sqcial services. An example »f such a set of gencric outcomes
was the original four goal states, and subgoals, which were developed by
the Community Services Aduministrative as s part of COSS, (sec Chapter 1 for

38
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reference). Thus, both because of the timing of the Natisual Services
Reform movement and because of the structural appropriateness of service-
generic goal categories, in the third year of the project.we c¢lected to
test the validity of particular goal categories defined within the context
of GOSS. Unlike efforts during the first two years of the project, this
type of information would have to be collected while edch case is stil}

active, calling for a much more elaborate approach to data collection.

All cases which closed while collecting active .ase information werc
further reviewed by project stalf and the assigned caseworker to establish
a service-specific outcome, generated from definiFions of the first two
years of the project. As a result, questiéns conéérned with the amount
of sensitivity lost by going tc a service-generic set of outcomes can bhe
directly examined. Moreover, direct caseworker assessment of the client
benefits felt to be achieved for each closed cﬁsc was also sought. In our
opinion, this ihformation we collected is the only attempt to date to
scientificaliy validate GOSi«type éoal states. Given the fact that all
State Departmonts will be required shorély to develop a similar means of

measuring social services, the data results presented in the following

section have national import.

Because of the need for on-going systemmatic procedures for collecting
outcome information, the declision was made to simultancously cnhance past
efforts at cost analysis. With clicnt-based Information systems, case
outcoites automatically can be made to reflect virtually any aspect of the
delivery system to be investigated., This Is accomplished by grouping

cases according to various treatments rceelved and studying differences

59
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‘e accomplishing the latter is more demanding than it appears and will also

A T

among the groups. In order to have the same capability for examining

prape

be explained In the cost analysis section.
comparative costs, expenditure information must be disapgreguated to the

: 1
s
I
%

I

Q Defining Client Outcomes
E 3
% individual client level. The basis of prorating caseworker costs to this 2
§ o As discussed in the {ntroduction, client
- & *
‘i level must be some sort of case activity indicator. Obvious contendors § v
s outcomes were obtained in all cases that closed during the course of the
are: length of time the case is open, number of contacts, time spent )
g b project, in three completely separate ways. First and foremont, GOSS-type
on the case, and number of service units i . !
. provided 3 ) , - : NNT
: goal definitions were tried, refined and tried again, resulting in "conlition
%
a Length of case was used as the primary basis for cost proration 7 - - of life" statements both at assessment and at case closing. Conditiom
g during the first two years of Lhe project in which only information on f of life is simply the status of the individual along each of the goatl
:]
closed cases was collected. Number of contacts and number of time units | dimensions at a point in time. Outcome categeries are dufined algorithmically
g were collected in the third year, providing not only more detailed infor- ‘ ’ by comparing latest conditions of Iife to conditions of life at assessment.
mation for purposes of cost proration, but also sufficient information Our method for doing this is to compute movement along the goal dimensions.
ﬂ to study each method comparatively. What is the cxtent of the likely
Second, cach closed case was reviewed with the assigned caseworker
. error in estimating costs using length of service, or number of contacts,
g 3 in order to determine the appropriate outcome category !rom a separate
compared to knowing the actual caseworker effort expended? There kinds of é R
E questions can now be answercd uncquivically using data 1le d in the ; list for each of five service arcas: FEmployment Services (non-WIN), Child
st ) answere ) ata colleste n the 1
H Protective Services, Unmarried Pdrests Services, Mental llealth Services
third year. No attempt was given to developing service unit activity i
’ B and Mental Retardation Services. These are the so-called service~specific
standards to serve as a basis of cost proration, Rather, we felt the 1
5 outcome catugories,
a direct recording ol timec unit provides a superior indication of resources P . :
X ;
K i . -
expended. In fact, were standards to be used they would be developed from R : Third, caseworkers were asked to assess the extent of actuul benefits
t :
l the data obtalned from this project, 4 ’ they felt were dervied by client. The assessment scale ranged from 0 =
b
: ‘ § "no benefit" to 4 = "exceptional benefits." Negative or unknown benefits
ded als a subsequent scctd ; ys 5 0 JUVESS : -
‘ ) Included alse in subsequent scction on cost analysis is a discussion . . it were 1ol have
‘ : were also recorded as needed, but virtually 11 clients were felt to have
| about how wo applied uxisting gccounting Information to appropriately inflate :
i - B - recefved some benefit from the provision of scrvices, or at worst simply
Lo g caseworker salarvies so as to account for the total cost of providing services, : ' ‘
| ‘ no benefit at all. .
! ) There 16 also {ncluded o discusstion of how we attempted to account for pur- ] =
Iﬂ chased services, which are simply added to cach case's cost, The art of : Each of these three methods for cbtaining outcome categm fes are
. -
- .
) . S #
4 ; s
{ ™ , :
» h »

e

-
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gi discussed in more depth below. Following that the diffureat methods are
i compared quantitatively.
i |
'y corvice-Generic Wtcome. Our first attempt fajled at measuring client
l: condition of life, using generic goal-state definitions from dtnft 0SS
material. Caseworkers simply could not cope with the variety of interactions
‘ that typicually exist between soals of self-support, say.'and other goals,
- such as self-care. For . hose readers unacquainted with the original goal
: states defined by CSA, Table 3.1 lists all the categories.
' As a consequence of their experiences, through the change meetings that
% . we discuss in Chapter 4, goal cutegeries were altered both in form and
! content. Rather than attempt to enumerate all possible categuries, we
i elected to repister cach geal dimension independently of others. of
1 course each dimension is subdivided into a set of categoeries specific to
| that dimension of concern. By combining what resulted tuv be four dimensiors,
* .
[] a fuller pleture of an ifndividual'y current or desired condition of 1ife
g wag achlevaable. (Tubsequentiv we luurnug that CSA reverted to the identical
‘} strategy and, indecd, the goal dimensions and catenories they devived are
: {i similar to ours.)

£
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i L s f h the four
Table 3.2 contains the cat.gerf ul definitions for each of

¥, 3 . 4
goul dimensions: {pcome maintenance, cmployment, 1evel of functioning,

and living arvanpement.

With the condition of life deocused at the beginning of vach case and
cane closing a
with reassesswaent at later times, parifeularly at case ;lobinh, there is8

ginimum of efght digits to be roluveeo b meaningful catepories for analysis.
1
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Tahle 3.1

CSA Goal States

Seif Support

= —r e

Sclf Care

2100 1Individual bax a0 Income from cmployment and

may be dependint on support from public in-
core palnteaance; Is able %o munage hls datly
I{fe within his cwn tan{ly setting or on

home vith or without Lenefit of soclal scivices;
all {dentifivd barriers cust be rveroved or
controlled though continued services may be re-
Children wha, as a result of services,
are able to functlon at a level appropriate to
thelir ages, puysical and mentd]l conditions,
should be cudnd 2100,

Improved caparity for {ndeperdent living in
self-care fetting &8 8 result of the remova) or
conttol of at least two or mote but not all
barcfers; continued services aceded, (Children

Iurroved capacity for Independent living in self-
care setting as a result of the removal or csa~
trol of at least one harrfer; continued services
(Ctdldren and edults)

Fntrance level tnto self-care or fawmily care; ov
planncd moverent to self«care or (amily care
froo {nstitutional care, comsmnity-based care

or self-support condictons aof living; barrlera

to the goal remalng nced for continued vervices.

Insticutfonal Core

Individual {s placed {n an apprupriate fnstfitu-
tion (Cl.ild ov adult).

Insticution for the severely mentally rvetarded
Hedical hospital for the ¢hrontecally 111}

.
r 1100 Economic {ndcpendence as a result of full
. or part-tice employment, service {ndependence,
& No longer necds public Income tuintenance or
3 publicly-financed services.
I 1200 Full-1ime ezployment, continued dependence on
3 incoze malntepance but with no need for services.
y 1300 Partisl exploysient with continucd depondence on
: income mafntenance but with no need for services, quired,
3 1400 Full-time or pert~time employrent, with na
5 dependence on income wafntenance, but continued
4 need for services.
y 1500 Full-time eaplovment with continued dependence 2200
8 | on incoze maintenance and social services,
i' ? 1600 Partfal employment with contloucd dependence
3 on income raintenance and social services.
- 1700 Cozpletion of tralaning resulting in jab readincss and adults).
g ! (goal only) 2300
? . 1800 Undergoinz ctployment training, (Intake or
8 ! current oniy)
; ' needed,
- ! 2400
kA *
1
H
- Comzunity Kawed Cape
4
é 3 Iadividual {s liviny {n a community-based care scetlag 13}
5 and all fdeattfled bavriers to his well-belng have been
oy tecoved or contrelled ever thoush centinued services
?. za be required, This (ncludes children {n foster 01
3 caue settings who reguire only supcrvisory services. 02
= 32 1lImproved level of functisning fo. tl -+ individual e 03 Mental hospitil
i the community-bated care sl{tuatfen a. a result of removak
o ot control wl two or mure bt not all *arriers. Con
- tinued services needed, (Chlldren and Adules).
3
J 33 Improved level of funstloniny for the Indlvidial {n Lhe
4 community-based care sitwatlon as a revult ot removal
d or control of at least one barrier. Coatinucd
. services needed. (Children and adultx)
4 34 Entrance level Into cozzunity-based carey or plaried
3 wovement to the setting of communitv-tased care frow
3 sfastirtucional care, selt-care or {aaliy care, or
9 sclf-support condittuns of living; barriers to the
3 goxl remain. Need for continucd services,
[*
2 01 Half-vay kouse
A 02 Maternity h-ome
0} Foster hece for childrea, youth, adulta
g 04 Croup hone for children, vouth, adults
; 05 Home for ecorfonatly disturbed children or adulte
3 06 Skilled nursing home
3 ! 07 Hoce for the aged
L § 08 Interzedtate cate facillty
9 E 05 Restdentlal foster care tnstitution for children
10 Residential vocattonal rchabilftatien center
o 11 Residenttal school for bLlind or deat
3 12 Detention hoze for children and youth
%
%
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no single way to ac s v
{ g ] -§ - y complish this reduction, although
o o u o ot clearly some will bn superj e
-t ot — 2 perior to others, ¥ { . i
] . B gi : @ = I" e decided to test two different mj
5 @ ' SWE » » % S : methods, both based on the concept of "movenm TR
g ¢ g2 44 & ok / ent." First, for Child
Q i . . s
of U o d A d oH T 0w % Protective Services each -4
ol 0 F g g o @d g8 ' ch positive advanc
B E2E. st & 8 43 E8 | wnent fromone category at assess- -
D 3 O - N
al 8 9°% w &8 "Yw o o WU 08 . ment of Level of Functioning, or Living Arr
O CweEd A nek & B L@ R angement, to another category "2
oH & u 0 .
<] P} & 1D o o .00 BEEEE-] Y] © L at closing was aggr d . E
3 W ww 3] gww v dgowg ggregated for each client., 7 . ®
“ g REdE o 5,8 3ieniiisg ; ne. This forms a number, which 1s
el ¢ 1 N > .
W o d-wEow vl 200 0Hd0>H UL e not always positive, b
0 B o 0 0 w®hPwhg oo O s but one that is su inedd . 3
o d¥sie d Fe. fETE89EEC Prosed to indicate improvenent for ]
o o d] WO’ eI E Qe D non-employment service i y )
. 5| o ow » 5l feod O30 0dcono s. Also, a simil .
i A 3888 A OTET A% A8%E.T ' ’ o7 movenent indicator was constructed
. -
: 0t U0 f 00U 333V smHG 0 : for Employment Servi
Lo o =9 t T B Lwg o ) . ces using onl 1e first ¢ o . .
| §85Y 8 1 SR TR E .Ednuabbs & y the first two goal dimensions, -
[\a} Wb HHO = W g O ™0 g c o
: £ 9w N T O OB U 3A U
H o Azaa L gexn LHL9YE B4 Both of tt b ' )
3 ; o 1e above move - s
o] 2] 0w n [ Y 0o Vrf O et Ordod © ment outco .
A 85383 A e3TesReircais / nes are defined from generic goal ‘
v o U - u g 3 . B )
TR VIR TR TR G UO0QUWIOgL g . dimensions but refle
H OO Pl OEZHLCO N 0D AN KD o ect, after the fac ; . , . .
“ g rl_l_: Q‘(q)i\uT ] IR N TR G N ,; ci, consideration given to specific
- - . services. As a fin 1 ]
» . inal alternative .
2 » Our second method for defining movement -4
r w4 . outcomes is entirel i ; '
I : § service . . . -
} 2 ‘ y generic., This can be accomplished simply by
i g - summi : :
ng zach of the two move N . -
P vements defined with the first methed,
~ ' -
| 4 . , T
S ; Table 3.3 ill : :
S . ustrates § 3 » . '
‘:)_; ‘ all of these movement definitions with a number d
é ~ ’ ‘;: . of examples taken from our files. .
e c [71] [+}] {
) Iy g i B ‘
'
- H OO OUW ] o o Service_s. .
DA o 0098 R - o : pecific Qutcomes - . . -
,L = § CRR: § e 2 i : « At the outsct of the data collection phase 1
. . . ‘
@ e c o @ .0 60 of the third vy : ;
= o o : © o rd year activit h ases ine : : -
9 I - &’,""'S& p } ¥, the cases to be included in the project were
4 .
5] 4000w -9 Sy o ke not selected a i b
. OO LU &) U E oo . ccording to prede i s
g’.; o S w8 o B B ‘ 8 P fined notions of service areas of particular Z
- v N wd
o Jduws 0 0 0 =] [ I I < B o) . interest Rath . .
© [5) U 1] o Ad U0 3 . ather, a careful analys . o . ’
E ;‘3 E‘*%?‘a‘ ° B VI s = | - : ’ nalysis of the kinds of cases which were
& Nl -
% [ e N~ N (e} (o e I I ~ closing indic d . .
B I R -l WUl 0 koo ated that five serv Y ;
g 8 gu’%ﬁ = B oo ® ! , : lce areas covered virtually all 351 closed ad
= I H E8YL0u - cases. Child P
B Y] won v w3 ] ” =5 . 1 rotection . .
B - saunnn 2033 g3 9 . ‘/ Services accounted for the most of any single b
. S BV T T N - Lo vYY.n ’ serv’ce ar . . I
UUUC O G Rk Udaw . -cé area. Employmen : s et -
o EEEERE of BEgils @ ployment Services wus the next most involved service
[~ IR Y RN P W U] [4] ol et .
) area The remaini . “1
LY S nunn (8] [ B O I B« N oWy « Wi o ' ning ¢ . — e .
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_3%:: Mental Health Services, and Mental Retardation Services.
b N B “ .
4 g %’ ~ vr o~ PO M
O X . Thus, five lists of outcome categories were developed, one for each
- . .
g - -] H
‘I . g ¥ 9 of these service areas, to be used for one of the assessments of case
’ o o
- a o) D
: @9 TVeooco0 Fe g i | outcome. The assessment: were made through interview sessions with each
u 0 : :
v = o i .
I B ] 3 . i caseworker, in which his/her completed caseload of closed cases were reviewed
h 7] | P :
g
T 0 | in depth
I § 1 s | o .
o 44 H 3 H
cry E S .
a3 TN Oon A © . A discussion of outcome development efforts for each of the five service
9 X g )
a, el
g v ;J areas follows.
w
}
0 9 a h Child protective services. The eight-category set of child protective
a5 G :
ARy Bl N -E ‘E services outcomes used during the third year appears on the next page. This
< g i ,
" :
@ § o0 § is the third version., In the first year we used a set of 22 categories.
be! =] H
4 [ L) T i
2 g€ B : x Since we found it difficult to explain the findings when such a lengthy
% o 2 2 VN N 2 ] :
-] 3 E :ff . : list was used, we shortened it to ten in the second year. This was further
. 1 N
A woo 3 K ;
0o °8 L. @ 3 . : shortened in the third vear. In each of the first two years, we obtained
2 8 52 %Y lemonmonn : ;
& 38 ug WE o B i th opinlons of a large and varied group of judges. The instructions
g T u o 5 3 i o
R [ §“ L g ] a ; given to them allowed considerable flexibility in the way chat they were
, 8 3 S8 TN NN N aa 3 2 ! . :
é pe ‘"% : permitted to expressed thelr judgments: they could rate the categories
' ! O . x ; :
] ] 60 v bl 3
i e 0 Y % i as high/medium/low; they could place the categories in rank order (with
R y e 3 :
SH B e o g ,
; e - MY @ § ¢ | ties, if necessary); or they could improve upon their rank—-order arrange-
¥ Q &0 [¢] :ﬁ ,‘ s .
Y4 c ha ha 3 . ment by pointing out anything they knew about certain categories or the
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‘o Qe o e A ;
b w § §.9 NSO N m gg 3 - ! relative sizes of the spaces between certain pairs of categories. (Since
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L} CHITD FROTENTIVE SMVICGHS CUTCOIS H A Getting the judgments of individuals, as we did in the tirst and second
; te ,
' ﬁ ﬁ . yeers, was the first of the two steps in producing a scale. The second step
! ‘ C . N
{} (Includes 211, Protective SirVICT?];O? cpll?hcr youth : : s was to combine the individuals' judgments by determining, for each outcome
202, roster Cure for child or youlh, H
[ iy, Child-yoarin% cqinsellﬂgyl. ) Yo category, the percentage of judges who assigned that cutegory to rank #1 (best
H 172, Marital and {amily counseling .
{1 possible outcome), to rank #2, etc. The decima) values thus obtaiued, which
0 o . \ ! 4 show the majority opinion while preservihg the opinions of dissenters, con-
o 1. Causc of problem eliminated by child protective agency's i Co \
intervention so @hﬂt child remains at home. ! - stitute the constraints to be used as input to the Relative cost-kifectiveness Model.
i 2. Child has been placed in a foster home, bul has not been ; . _
; ) i .ardianship. (Usually, this outcome refers i ‘ _ )
" 'zgmggﬁzcge?; g&ziiéizilcb’vg :— liialy {10 Le a more or less % ¥mployment services. On the next page, the seven outcome categories
H % permanent arrange@ent.) p % used in the third year are shown. This, too, is the third version. The origi-
o 3, Child placcd for adoption. : '
1d. laced i iabe institubion : nal list of 21 categories was highly specific to the goals and procedures of
k. Child placed 1n appropriivc ’ v * ! .
{} 5, Child remsins in home but under legal custody. : the WIN program. When we made a determined effort in the second year to make
6. Child placed with rclative. (Not a state ward) . : the case sample representative of those welfure clients who had received any
{ 7. Child has been placed for adoption after being committed Lo _
: ’ state puardian’hip ’ . sort of employment services from the welfare depurtment, ratner than just
o S fe] . .
t g, OQthcr those who had received WIk-related services, it was clearly necessary to
’ produce a new outcome category list. The ten-category list developed as s
. !
1 ‘ result and used during the second year was further simplifiea to its present
. ) seven~-category form. A large number of jud;2s considered the cate ories in
EI both tne first and secoud years, tollowing during the secornd year lne same
EE ' instructions as were givizn to tne judges of the cuild protective survices
* S : catepories. Af'ter all that effort, we did not consider it twecessury to ob-
{ . _
?E tain further judgments in the third year, but siwply wodified the uecond-year
: \ . Jjudgments to suit tie sli hily altered lict.
X ! . .
I | X |
3 s As 1A' the case of cnild protective servicer, the seconu step wuit to
I g - ) combane the individdals' julgmwents. e procedure followed way the same
J J f )
: o as that described avove, and the results of that proceaure mike up the set
i -

' of constraints for input into the RCEM.
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES OUTCOMES

[ ‘
23 (Includes 131, WIN-Related Services.
g' 132, Non-WIN-Related Serv1ges,
133, Self-Support for Handicapped aAdult)
i

wi 1. Employed due directly to service provided by Welfare
Department's Services (training, referral, counseling,

I etc.)

2. FEmployed due to other cause.

Not employed due to client's rejection of Welfare
Department's services.

=
W
.

Dropped out of program.

g
=

} 5. Client deemed inappropriate for training.
6. Client deemed inappropriate for employment.

7. Other

Er t=d B

=
%

BRT

TR

s

i LT g o T

in Minnesota, was studied in Washington State during the project's second
year there. The outcome categories developed there were used in the
Minnesota project's third year. They form a two-dimensional set, with one
dimension reporting the fate of the illegitimate child and thc other
dimension describing the process of making, or of failing to make, a plan
for the child. (See the next page.) The use of two dimensions arose

from the absence of general agreement, either among soclal workers or

in the population at large, as to the desirability of an illegitimate

child's being raised by his bivlogical mother or by adoptive parents. The
objective of social services tu a pair of unmarried parents is neither

to help them to relinquish the child nor to help them (or the mother
plone) to keep the child; rather, the objective is to help them to make
the plan that will be best tor all three individuals in thelr unique
circumstances. That is the reason for the second dimension, which asks

essentially, "Was a plan made, and was it well made?"

Procedures foliwwed in Washington State for obtaining judgments and
for combining them to get the comstraints for the Model were essentially

the same as described above.

Mental health Bervices. Because attention had not been focused upon
this service area in previous years, it was necessary Lo develop the set
of outcome categories "from scratch." A set of categories was written to
describe the various possible circumstances In which a client might be
found at the time when mental health services were completed, that is,

after the designated services had been given to the extent that the social

0y

51

Unmarried parents eervices., This service area, not previously studied
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UNMARRIED PARENTS SERVICES OUTCOMES

(Includes 250, Unmarried Parents, Services to,

251, Establish Paternity
252, Services to Children born out of wedlock)

*Unmarried Parent Outcome Code will be a number code
of 1-6, and a letter code of a-f. Code 7 will not have

a letter code.

a. Keep the child

b. Place in temporary foster care;
Mother retains parental rights

c. Commit to statc guardianship

d. Surrender to voluntary agency
for adoptive placerent

€. Relinguish to others

f. Non-agency adoption by non-
relative

g. Abandoned

h. Abortion

Mother, father and agency involved in establishing one of
the above plans that was considered the best arrangement for
the child and parents. No further services necded.

Mother, father and agency involved in establishing one of
the above plans that was considered the best arrangement
for the child and parents. Further services still necessary.

Motiier and agency involved in establishing one of the above
plans that was comsidered the best arrangement for the
child and mother. Father was not involved becauie he

was uncooperative or unnamed. No further services nceded.

Mother and agency involved in establishing one of the
above plans that was considcered the best arrangjement for
the child and mother.
uncooperative or unnamed. Further services still nccessary.
Plans were not developed and one of the above occurred.

Client was only given referral services and it is known by
this worker that one of the above occurred,

Client was only given referral services and it is unknown
what the child or parent's outcome was,

Other

Father was not involved because he was -

/]

.

o

TR

worker had intended to give them, (See the next rage.) Threc social workers

knowledgeable in this area were asked to rank or rate the categories on the
basis of the benefit-to-client criterion. Their Judguents, expressed in
quasi-ordinsl form, were combined in the Same manner as for tl other

service areas, giving the necessary input for the RCEM,

Mental retardation Bervices, This was another service arna that had

not previously been Biven special attention., It occurred beciuuse several
project social workers either specialized in this area or had many retarded
clients, so that the services under this heading (codes 091 through 095 ip
the service 1list printed on the reverse side of Fornm 2) were among the most

frequently reported services,

The unique feature of this area is the fact that there is a goal (which

we call ‘maximum feasible self—sufficiency} Common to all cases, yet that
L4

the specific ciycumstances that serve to indicate the attalnment of that
goal vary tremendously from client to client, depending upon the degree of
retardation. Thir called for a different type of outcom; category, There~-
fore, we wrote a set of categories cévering two dimensions: the pPresence
or absence of a nved for further sociul services, and the degree to which
the common goal was attaiﬁed by the eclient, (The latter dimension auto-
matically takes into account his own potential, as will be evident from

an examination of the categories and the accompanying instructions, which

will be found on the page following the mental health catogorios;)

Because the categories had been wirtten in such a way as (o make them

"self-ranking," there scemed to be no need for a panel of judpes to examine
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If more than one cutegory is appropriate, choose the one appearing first in this list.

"Mental health services were completed” means thut any or all of the sociul services designuted
by the term "mentol health services" {coces 0.0 turough 034) were jprovided to tne extent that

the social worker hLiad intenued 1o ¢ive them.
Qliihki!Iﬂﬁ&iiihkk*iﬂiii*lﬁ!*i*iilQ*i'i'iilhii*li

OUTCUkE CATwCURInS FUR

MENTAL heauTH LERVICES (081, 082, 0835, 084)

iﬁih“hliii—iﬂlll*lﬂ-’*i'li‘li*i**il“hﬁiliiilQ'Ilﬁ&l.

NOTwS

*
.3
*
L)
*
L]
*
-

Mentul Health Services Were Completed:

Client has stopped the behavior that mude mental healih services necessary.
now employable or capable of &ttending school.

He is

Client has stopped the behavior that made mental health services neceussary .
he is not employable or capable of atlending school.

However,
Living in oun unsuperviszed situation. ieceives continuing mentisl health help frow »
a gource other thun tne welfare aguncy ie.g., wmentul health center, self'-huip group).

Laving in u coumunity-bused fucility which nus a prograw directed toward his

eventual independence (e.g., a half'way house}s

living in u community fucility whnere he receives care aimed at wuaintaining his
present level of functioninug or at preventing deleriorutlion.

Living in an unsupervised situation. Keceives no help with ni.. mental heulth
problem. Unacceptable behavior persists but further mental hesith servie -
from the welfare agency are not feasille.

Has been placed in an eppropriate stute institution. Furiher cervice by the
velfare apency is not needeu, or is not appropriate, at this time.

Ciient iy no longer eligible for federally-matchuble service.

Other. Jpecify.

5 4

FPSUUTRE P

v iy b

OUTCUME CATRGULIES FOR

MENTAL RETARDATION SERVICES (090, 091, 092, 093, L4, Oy}
'*iiﬂilibiﬁidQ*l'bﬂii&ii**i*#*ﬁ"*ilhiﬂlﬂiiiﬂR*.Ql
. NOTES
*
« If more than one category is appropriate, choose the one appearing first in this list.
*
» "Mental retardation services were completed” means that any or all of the sucial servicen
, designated by the term "mental retardation services" (codes 00 through 0J.) were provided

LI IR X B B B I

to the ext:nt that the social worker has intenued to give them.

"Maximum feacible self-sufficiency" mesna the extent of independence in daily livang that
taking into consideration his age and any

This judguent should e based
upon whatever assessmeni may have been made by & physician or psychoulogist, provided that the

(It ig assumed thal the worxer took thigs

could be possible and practical for this indivisual,
physical handiceps as well as the degree of mentul retardation.
information is available to the social worker.
assessment into account in making the service plarn.)

ﬁ.iiiii*iiik’ﬂﬁ*iﬂii**iiiliﬁk'likik**‘liﬂ’l’l‘*ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ.

A. Client has carnings which make him at least partially seif-supporting.

8. Client has reached maximum fessible
are neeied at this time.

C. Client has reached maximum feasible self-sufficiency, but other social services

(otrer than MR services) are needed to keep ham functioning at this level.

D. Client hne become more nearly self-sutficient, but has not reaciied his maximum

level. wo further social services are appropriate at thiz tinme.

E. Client has become more nearly seli-sufficie:t, but has not reached his maximum
level. Other social services (other than MR serviees) are needed to maintuin
him at tnis level.

F. Client is no more selt-sufficient than when M services vogan, but a satisfuctory

care arrangement has been mude and no further services ure needed a. this time.

G. Mo more colf-sufficient than when M serviceu began,
MR services are needed to maintein him at this level.

He less self-sufficient than wnen Mt services begun.

I. Less self-sufficient than when MK services bean.
Mt services) are needed now.

Je Other,

K5

Loclal services other tnan

R R AR B AR IE IF IR BN IR B B

self-gufficiency, and no further sociul services

Ho other social services now needed:

Other sociai services {otner thun

o m——

1 LY
o~ ———

P
e a

oy

3
1

P
——

St e

"




L

=

i A

LRV hir et g e S

g e G

——

i

-~

PR - P
— — PR

Ameme

e

$ s

'h"-vt-‘
vt J V. Ao’

H

thew. Therefore, the constraints tor irput into the KCeM consiat sinply

of' their rank order.

Other basey four estaolishines benefit weaghts. Heving read abunt the use

of judges to spucify the relative merits of the nembers of u set ol outconme
catggories, the reader masy be thingire thut the only jraisewurtny feature
of our method i1s the shift in the level at which judgnents wre required, 5o
as to avoid the task of judpging eac:h individual case. This it too limited

a view of the method. The nelative Cost-Erfcctiveness Model can use data
from a varictly of sowrces to estavlish the cunsiraints that 111 be fed into
the Model. For example, thtrd micht bu sose data from a sepurste rvsearch
study which would reveal the "goodness" of several outcowe categories rela-
tive Lo one snuther. JSuch information would be usable even 1! it ,ertained
to only a few ot the catecories in a set. Lwring the croject's secoud year,
publiched resvurch in the wrea of child protective services wuas reviewed 1o
an attenpt fo f;nd studies showinpg a relutionship between cace status st the
tine of clasing (gég,, outcone catepory) and long~tert. benefit to tte chilu.
If we had found such a stuly, even if it answered the questlo. for o:rly a
few of our outcome cuteporics, we would hLave built the findings intu our
scale for child protective sorvices, thuu undoubtedly making 1t better and
more believeuble. we huc hoped also Lo make our own follow-up study of a
group of child protective service cases that closed severul years ago,

classit'ying triese cases us to outcome ut Lie time of closin, und tiwn looking

AR I3 ————— 1 o A by o b B A a | oA 3 B 9. s

for dafterurntiul recadivamu ratos msouy the outcome cntegorieés. \Fite li.ita=

tions did not jermit thigs)

Tt point 18 Waas:  the RURE can usw uny availsble duts showing the
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relative goodness of two or more members of a set of outcome cateyories,
vith experts' judgments being used to supply the mibsing relationsnips
;mong the remaining members. In our project, we have demonstrated how to
produce some input for the RCEM, using judgments only. It remains for
future research to supply tne neeced data on the real effectiveness (the
genuine benefit to the client) of the merbers of a set of outcome cute-
gories relative to one unotuner. This will have to be done separately for

each service area, if service-specific outcome categories are veing used.

Caseworker sssessment of Client Benefits. During the interview

sessions with casgeworkers concerning tneir closed cases, they were also
asked to.assess directly the extent of benefits they felt were achieved for
tb2 client. Naturally the assessment could not be presented in quuntitative
terms, but ratner gross qualitative cate ories of ever-irjzriuasing smounts

of benefit were used. These cateories are presented below:

Cuterory Meaning

0 no benefits

1 less that average
2 average

3 above average

4 outstanding
~1 negative benefits
X unknown

Ho claim is being made that caseworser assessments are tne stunaard
against which all other outcomes must be compared. Kather we are looking
for where there are consistencies witn difterent ways of measuring effective-
ness, and where there are incongistenciecs we seek a logical explanstion of

why. Prefercnce should always:-be giveu 1o those measurement techaiques

which are objective and, .imultaneously, sufficiently sensitive to diserimi-
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nate among alternate delivery mechanisms. In violation of this rule, and
for luck of how to define objective outcomes, many social services dats
systems either ignore outcomes altogether or rely completeiy ubon case-
worker assessment of the type we are using. Unfortunately, such systems
cannot be used to monitor results of uelivery system changes on cout—
effectiveness. As a matter of fact, judgment information at this level

has proved of no value whuiever when made part of an on-going process of

v A e

collecting data.
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Comparigson of Alternate Outcome Category Definitiong

In this section comparisons between the four types of outcome cate-
gories (two defined using service-generic goal dimensions, one using
service-specific outcomes and one derived directly from caseworker assess-
ment of results) will be accomplished through correlational analysis. Each
set of outcomes vill be rank ordered and compared statistically to each
other by means of rank order correlation.* Of course none of the sets of
outcomes is a generally acceptable standard for measuring the effectiveness
of social services; rather, éach has some merit which can be reinforced
émpiricallvaith high correlation with others. Where high correlation is
missing, theoreticai explanations are necessary., Finally, indications
can be gleaned from this analysis as to future developments which might

be expected to further enhance measurement in social services.

But first we must answer in advance what is high correlation. Correlation

coe{ficients are mathematically restricted to values being between =1 and 1.

A value of 1 indicates perfect correlation between two streams of numbers;

when the first is numerically large, so is the second. The value -1 indicates

exactly the opposite; as one 1is large the other is small. - always, The
value 0 means that the two streams of numbers have no relation; the value
of the first has no bearing on the value of the secoﬁd. Fractional values
are associated with interim situations where a relationship exists, but not
perfectly, Psychometricians typically demand rather high correlations for

validating test instruments before they feel comfortabie in acting on test

I'_T\i'alker, Helen M, and Lev, Joseph, Statistical Infcrencq, Holt, Rinehart
& Winston, 1953,
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results, because their acts concern individuals. So far we have restricted
usage of measures to evaluate the effectiveness of groups, not individuals,
thereby reducing the amount of correlation necessary to provide us with
confidence in our results. The amount of correlation we need before we can
claim two measures similar can be determined mathematically as follows:

Suppose a measure x 1s a surrogate for measure y and their coefficient

of correlation is p . 1If x is used to evaluate the relative average

effectiveness of two client groups, each of size n, then
§1/§2 is to be compared with v1/%,

where subscripts denote group membership and the bars indicate

averaging. The latter expression is the actual ratio of the

effectiveness of the first group to the second, while the former
expression i1s the measured ratio of the effectiveness of the two
groups,

Table 3.4 presents 95% confidence intervals about the per—
centage error in the surrogate ratfo as a function of the correlation
between x and y ‘and group sizes. The data in the table apply to [PS where
y is taken to be the benefits as assessed by the caseworker, The theoretical
conditions in the table are discouraging. They indicate that although
group comparisons cause a relaxation in the necessary size of correlation
required before onc can have confidence in results, nevertheless either

very high correlation or excesslvely large samples are necessary, To be

within a 107 error 95% of the time in comparing two groups in CPS, a

sample of 100 in each group weculd still require a correlation of ,8 betwcen

ta

the surcogate measure and actual benefits. A casual perusal of the correlation

coefficient we obtained in Table 3.5 should convince the reader of the

difficulty of achieving a .8 correlation with these kinds of mcasures.

£a

.

T B T WV

What can be done? First, one can and should strive to obtain higher
correlations by improving outcome definitions. Second, one can limit all
analysis to large sample observations. Third, one can accept the inherent
error and disregard results as insignificant unless they cannot be explained
by probable error. In the summary report on the first year of the project,
the latter was exactly what was done. As a rule of thumb, only comparisons
when one group appeared at least twice as beneficial as another were con-
sidered significant. This practice allows the use of surrogate measures
with a correlation coefficient as low as .25 along with sample sizes of around
25 or more. Given the quality of data available for analysis of social
services and the local issues which management would like to examine (with
small samples), only extremely significant appearing results should be
admitted. fortunately, many results appear to be extremely significant,

sG that the power of relotive cost—-effectiveness analysis is acceptable

when used this way. Of course, with higher correlations and/or large samples,

more explicit Iinterpretation of results is acceptable.

Armed with a theoretical appreciation of minimum acceptable correlation
coéfficients, let us re-examine Table 3.5, looking lor acceptable surrogate

outcomes.

Employment Services. Employment Services outcomes, however measured,

will result in similar client-group evaluations, All correlations between
generic, specific and caseworker-assessed outcomes are high, Reasons for
such unequivocal results with Employment Services are twofold: (1) employ-

ment~relcted outcomes are naturally more objectively related to client

benefits than outcomes for many other services, (2) the goal of Employment
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Table 3.4

*
Percentage Error With Correlation pxy

Number in oach pxy
group being com- .1 2 .3 4 5 .6 .7 .8 9 1.0
pared
1 . 1264 622 406 292 216 170 130 95 61 0
9 421 207 135 97 72 57 43 32 20 0
16 316 156 102 73 54 43 33 24 15 0
25 253 124 81 58 43 34 26 19 12 0
49 181 89 58 42 31 24 19 14 9
100 126 62 41 29 22 17 13 10 6 0
400 63 31 20 15 11 9 7 5 3 0
900 ) 42 21 14 10 7 6 4 3 2 0
1600 32 16 8 7 5 4 3 2 2 0

Derivation: For each of n clients sampled from group i, let X5 be the
surrogate value for yy» where x4 = byi + €, and the error € has zero mean.
It can be shown that the 95% confidence interval for the percentage error

in the racio X1/X, 1in estimating ?1/92 is approximately

+ 196 « /2 V/Relative Variance (y) SL/E - 1)
ny

Vo

* Figures in the tables are applicable to Child Protection Service where
Relative Variance of assessed benefits = ,21.
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Table. 3,5 ™~
’ L
i Correlation Coefficients for Various Outcome Definitions -
; 1
i Service pgs pgo pgB pso psB poB ]
_ i
CPS .69 «35 -.05 46 .05 2 =
118 ' e f
ES .92 .54 44 .65 .48 .40
91 ;
) up .21 .03 .15 .21 .45 .38
28 ’K
MH .32 .30 -.07 .05 =34 .20 *
34 .y
MR .75 .24 -.07 .55 .18 .55 S
13 ’
|
Notation: © denotes "eorrelation coefficlent" between subscripted ?
outcomes -
g denotes the service-generic combined movement . !
outcomes . B
5 denotes the service-generic movement for ES or un-ES, -
respectively :
L
‘ o denotes service-specific outcomes -
\;‘ B denotes caseworker assessed benefits, i{
]
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Services generally is to improve one's situation in a relatively short

period of time, and not to just help maintain their living conditions.

Child Protective Services. Although CPS tends also to be directed

toward improvement of a clients living condition rather tﬂan maintenance,
outcomeg are far less indicative of an individual's progress than for
Employment Services. Caseworkers'assessment of the bengfit to the child
from services provided appear to be particularly ambivalent in relation to
"elimination of the cause of abuse or neglect with child remaining at home."
As often as not, caseworkers judge the benefits of this condition to be
effectively zevo, as they apparently are plagued by having to leave children
in poor, 1if not dangerous, living conditions. Intellectually, most case~
workers today probably would embrace this outcome as best. But in practice,
with individual children in individual homes with severe problems, thelr

intellectual side gives way to the reality of what they see, and don't see.

Nevertheless, the service-specific outcomes are statistically adequ-ite
when Judged against caseworker assessment, and may be more objective and
more appropriate even without the correlation that does :ist. The two out-
comes constructed from service~generic goal dimensions prove to bear no
significant correlation with caseworker assessment, but they do correlate
properly with gervice~specific outcomes. Unless caseworker asscssment is
to be completely discounted, the goal dimensions, as we have interpreted

them cvategorically, simply should not be used.

Unmarried Parents Services. Both the service-generic outcomes desipned

for Child Protective Services and the service-specific outcomes cross-validate
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with one another and with caseworker assessment. Here aguain, the service
is episodic rather than maintenance. The remaining service-generic out-

comes are inadequate for this service area.

Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services. Service-specific

outcom2s can be used with some trepidation with Mental Health and Mental
Retardation Services. Service-generic outcomes fail to correlute well
enough with either caseworker assessment or service-specific outcomes to
Justify their use without additional rationale, The primary reason for
the weakness of these outcomes is because maintenance is the more usual
goal in these two service areas. Both service-generic outcomes were dvfined

in terms of movement, which does not occur much with maintenance services.

Conclusions Regarding Outcome Measurement:

1. Service-specific outcome categories (as we used in the first
two years of this project) appear both acceptable and superior
to our first attempt at more generically defined scales.

2. Service-generic outcomes did not prove adequate fo: most
services, with Employment Service being an exception.

3. Service-genaric outcomes should be improved with further
research, since service-specific ocutcomes are felt to be
impractical for full-scale implementation.

Note: The next level of refincment is already underway in the State

of Colorado at the time of this writing.
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Cost Analysis

The methodology of Relative Cost Effectiveness analysis seeks to
provide information to decision-makers on various client groups of interest
within a service area. 1In order to support trade-off decisions, both
government expenditures and other social costs should be considered in
estimating the cost portion of the information provided. Nevertheless,
in most instances, government officials are primarily concerned with
the former, budgetary expenditures, both because those same nfficials are
Judged in terms of performance against their budget ard because of the
relative precision of expenditure data compared to the more elusive social
costs. For these reasons, our efforts to date have been limited to cost

analysis of government expenditures.

We have further restricted our objectives in cost analysis to the

"estimation of average costs for duy client group and not margirnl costs.

This restriction is a dirsct consequence of the nature of the decision
making process which this analysis is meant to support. "Is client-group

A more cost-effectively served than client-group B?", is a frequent
question asked by decision-makers. Based upon the answer we may decide

to improve, or curtail, the service provided to one of the groups. Average
costs are sufficient for this purpose. The declsion-maker seldom makes
truly marginal budgeting decisions, which require answers to the following
types of question and which require marginal costs: "What is the effective-
néss and the cost per additional client 1if we expand client-Group A to

encompass individuals not currently being served?"

One main reason for decision-makers avoiding the latter question is
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due to limitations of the state-of-the-art. Not only have marginal

costs proved difficult to measure directly, but marginal effectiveness

of soclal services has yet to pe attempted. Thus, the fact that we
concentrate on developing average costs does not imply.thac marginal costs
are unimportant but only that until our understanding of the relation

of effectiveness to cost, on the average, is improved, there is little

peint in proceeding to the next level of analysis.

We chose to orient our cost analysis toward disaggregating total
government expenditures for leccal offices down to each client in our

sample, so as to facilitate the determination of costs associated with

any particular sub-group, Of course, any cost for a sub-group determined

in this manner is only ‘an estimate and ig only as good as the means
selected for disaggregation. 1In general, the "true" cost for any sub-
group is unknown. One might assume that total expenditures should be
evenly divideg among all the clients yielding a single number to be
assoclated with each, namely, the overall average cost per client. While
almost everyone would object to this simplistic approaci. for a host of
practical reasons (e.g., some client receive services much longer than

others, thereby consuming far more resources), the fundamental objection

to this approach is that the cost would not be measured at the same level

of refinement as the erfectiveness of the services rendered.

The requiremept that cost and effectiveness be measured with
commensurate refinement ig an important aspect of the methodology, and
thus worth considering in some detail. For the data on clients we sampled

(whether the sample was drawn from c¢losed case records, as in the pase,
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or from ongoing cases, as in the third year of the project), individual

s

outcomes are recorded. And we have detailed information regarding the

okt

kinds of services provided to the client. To support the level of i

analysis appropriate to these data, we need to construct an algorithm i

which allocates costs to individuals with far more subtlety than the

" simplistic approach above. Otherwise, the cost term in an analysis would

likely be insensitive to the ways in which services were provided, which

X
would lead to erroneous cost-effectiveness conclusions. :

The approach we advocate follows the guldelines of the Office of ¢

Management and Budget, We categorize costs as "direct" or "indirect"

with the goal of maximizing the amount viewed as direct, insofar as 1t %

is practical. Indirect costs are prorated either agajinst direct costs

or activity indicators which give rise to direct costs. The standard

for what is "practical” in moximizing direct costs flows directly from

P

the analytic purposes to which the cost data will be put, which in turn

depends on the nature of the performance data available. Thus, cost

analysis is clearly inseparable from the ovarall analysis.

A basic cost model which can be made as sensitive as necesssry to the
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ways in which scrvices are provided (theireby capoble of supporting any

PO AL

level of analysis desired) is the following:

COST = (Related Caseworker Salary) * (1 + Overhead) + Q)
Purchased Services ?

In thi{s model, caseworker salary becomes the direct cost serving

as the basc for prorating all other costs, except for other directs, namely

&8 )

@ puichased services. Note that this model applies as well to individual
cases as it does to aggregate groups of clients, Sensitlvity oZ the cost
A model depends upon the means taken to estimate caseworker salary, and

the basis chosen for pooling indirect costs related to each type of case-

worker.

For example, the Length-of-Service (LOS) of a case can be used to
estimate caseworker salaries related to one or more clients. Formula

(2) then becomes:

COST = (LOS * Caseworker Salary/Caseload} (1 + Overhead) + (2)
Purchased Services

This formula is adequate (that is sufficiently senritive) for many

analytical purposes. By pooling indirect costs according to service area,
the formula can be made even more accurate w/o undo effort, since then

. this overhead rate becomes a function of service area. Indeed, this
formula is about the best we were able to implement during the first two
years of the‘study when the sample was taken fron closed case ;ecotla.

No other information besides LOS was available to serve a basis for

prorating caseworker salary.

With the system which was pilot tested in the third year, another
level of improvement is possible, The cumulativé time spent on a case
by caseworkers can be calculated by accumulating what they report as
their activities. Actually the time reported is only accurate to within

. approximately 5 minutes, but nevertheless thin is a far superior basis
P

- for prorating caseworker salary than simply LOS. The Lmproved formula
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novw becomes:

fitime units re d £
COST = ported for case(s) . .
( Total #time units reported Caseworker Salary

. (1 + Overhead ) + Purchased Scrviéés.

A more detailed discussion of Lhe actual application of this formula

may be found in Chepter IV, Section B of this report.
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Chapter 4

SOURCES OF DATA

Principal Data Source: the Social Workers

Selection of Participants. To conduct an adequate field test of the

forms and procedures, project staff members anticipated making frequent
visits to the participating local agencies. In view of the increased em-
phasis upon extracting cost data from the local agencies' accouniing
records (which differ in form and degree of detail from county to county),
the involvement of a few large agencies would clearly be the most effic-
ient approach. These considerations led to the decision to invite the two
largest agencies, the Her =pin and Ramsey County Welfare Departments
(Mirneapolis and St. Paul), to serve as test sites. Each agency imposed a

condition for its participation. Hemnepin, preparing at that time for ‘

~ agency-wide installation of its own social service information system (known

as thi "Interim System"), specified that a duplication of effort st not
be required of the workers who agreed to take part. Ramscy asked us to
meet with representatives of the Staff Council of its Sncial Serv.ces

Division, using their ideas in the designing of the [orms.

The original plan was to choose sample cases from a large pépulation of
cases for which the goal of self-support or self-carc was appropriate.
This. sample would be so structured that each social worker would have only
about 20 percent of his cases in the study. However, #e soon realized
tnat a worker would find it easier to veport all of his cases in the same
manner. Therefore, we requested the participation of a smaller number of

workers that we had originally sought. Instead of trying to establish a

71
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population of cases wherein every case would have either self-support or
self-care as its goal, Qe identified ths kinds of caseloads in which most
cases could reasonably be expected to have one of those goals. Since we
ha@ éxperience during previous years with‘cases recei;ing child protecfive
services (likely to be self-care éases) and employment services (self-
support), we asked for some workers_with caseloads in those‘areas. How-~
ever, we excluded workers in the WIN program because DPW was preparing té
issue a set of formsAcontaining some GOSSS concepts, which would be manda-

tory for ail WIN.cases, and we did not wish to compete with thal development.

On the basis of those criteria, plus whatever additional criteria the
supervisory personnel in the two agencies chose to apply, 30 social workers

became project participants. By organizational unit, they were distributed

as follows:

=
[9)
=

Women
Hennepin, Child Protective Services
Hemnepin, Adult Services

Ramsey, Child Protection

Ramsey, Mentally Deficient

Ramsey, Mentally 1.l

Ramsey, Unmarried Mothers

Ramsey, Work and Training

HIlHHH4
W DL DWW

The Case Data System, As Planned. <The client-speci.ic data included in

GOSS5 can be summarized gerierally by stating the following questions:

What was done for the client?
Which service? How much of it?

Who gave the service? Did Welfare pay for it?
Why was this dcne?

Toward what goal was the service directed?
Which barriers to goal attainment were Lo be congaered?

What service plan was developed for conquering them?
What was %the outcome?

Was the goal reached?
Were the barriers overcome?

To relate outcome ‘information te what was done and why, onc can collect
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all data after the fact (as we did during the project's first two years)
or one can require the recording of services at the time when they are
given and outcomes at some later time. The latter approach has at least
three advantages: the service data are likely to be more valid a-d more
reliable, being less dependent upon records maintained for other purposss;.

the data-gatherer is not influenced.by prior knowledge of the outcome; and

greater flexibility for- analysis exists when it is not necessary to specify

the cohort in advance (Etﬂ;t "a1] cases that closed during a certain
year"). But when.the recording is spread over a period of time and when,
further, provision is héde for extracting data from the data base while
that base is being created (for analysis, or for preparation of caseload
lists), then the undertaking takes on the features of a system, including
the problems usually encduntered in systems. That is why a field-test

of our project forms and procedures was such a different matter from field

operations during the first two years.

In tangible terms, the part of the system visible to the social work-
ers consisted of three forms, which are shc.m on the pages immediatelyb
following this one. Forms 1 and 2 were load documents, whose miéi.. purpose
was to add cases to the data base. In October, the workers completed a

Form 2 for each case, or primary client, in their caseload at the time,

i.e., for each individual or group of individuals who were receiving

social services and for whom a goal was established. Hennepin workers
completed a Form 1 for each family unit rcpresented in their caseload at‘
that time. (Ramsey workers did not use Form 1, since their agéncy already

had the data in computerized form.)
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PROJECT ON RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS CF SOCIAL SERVICES ] PoRe 3
. ' 1
0. {CASE NO. ¢ FAMILY LAST NAME CNOSS-REP SERVICZ MO,
{1 ; 1ot 1
- ANpPeRadtnApeRasstenetRasRtARRanS e » - . 2] (41 7) .
H
<
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INFORMATION & REFERRAL SERVICES ¢« « & « +» o 000
Inceme maintonancCe. « o « s o ¢ ¢ ¢ s o « 001
Foodprogx‘m......-.......002
Clothing & househeld equipment. « « « +» « 003
General public serv. (fire, pelice, etc.) 004
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Throughout the six-month period of field work (November, 1972-April,
1973), workers added cases to their caseloads by preparing new Form 2's

and, if appropriate, new Form 1l's also.

This pair of forms had other purposes, too. If a worker wanted to

add informatidn, to correct information previously rcported, or to establish

a new goal or a new service plan, he was supposed to complete the top line

of the appropriate form and then supply only the new data.  Closing a

case, according to our original plan, was to be accomplished by using Form 2 -

and also Ferm 1, if appropriate.

The forms were collected by project staff in DPW and forwarded to
Unro, where a file of each workor's cases was established and updated. At
the end of each month, Unco's computer produced a'Epgm_g for each social
worker, dated for use during the following month. In addition to tﬁe fixed
information which constituted the form itself (e.g., the column captions),
the original plan was for the computer to print only the surname, cese numb-
er, and family member number (FM #) of each primary client (individual or
group), together with the latest information on the client's "condition of
life" (defined in Chapter l). The worker was then expected to record
throughout the month every social service delivered to the client during
the calendar month. He was to show whether the service was obtained from
a source outside the county welfare department (either purchased by the
welfare department or free of charge) or was rendered solely by a member of
the agency staff. He was also expected to identify the barrier, from a
standard list of barriers, toward which the service was directed and to re-
port the end-of-month status of the barrier. Any contacts betwécn the social
worker and the client or a collateral pérnon were to be recorded, both in

terms of the number of contacts made and phe number of l5-minute time units
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spent in the making of those contacts. Finally, he was asked to update
the condition-of-life code to show the client'g'month—end status. Case

closings, with reasons, were to be shown on Form 3. New cases were to be

. shown on Form 3. - New cases were to be written on Form 3, as well as being

reported by means of Forms 1 and 2. Shortly after the end of the report
month, the worker was supposed to submit his coﬁpleted Form 3 to DPW for
gransmittal to Unco. Meanwhile, he should have begun recbrding activity
for the néw»month on a:new.Form'B given vo-him a few days earlier.

Upon receipt of the completed Form 3 and the month's accumulation of Forms
1 and 2, Unco would then update the worker's case file, doing all necessary
editing and coding so that the data would be availabie for analysis and

so that a new Form 3 could be produced a few weeks later.

- The Case Data System, As It Actually Ope.ated. The preceeding sub-

section tells.how we wanted the system to operate. Its actual operation
was a somewhat.different matter, partly because of improvements made
duringathe course of the project and partly because of unforeseen problems.
As “improvements", we can cite a series of changes intended to free the
worker from dependence upon hiu copies of Form 2 and from having to pre-
pare so many Form 2's for the purpose of reporting changes in continuing
cases: (1) closiugs douid be reported on Form 3 without a corresponding
Form 2; (2) serQices given that. had not been included in the original
service plan could be reported on Form 3 without submitting a Form 2 to
change the service planj (3) the computer would print on Form 3 every
barrier that had been reported on Form 2, so tuat the end-of-month status
of every barrier could be reported; and (4) barriers that were new te a
éase {or newly recogniz;d) could be added to Form 3 without the use of a

Form 2.

.
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Unco had originally planned to do most of the maintenance and updating
of the workers' case files by haﬁd instead of writing a file-maintenance
program for the computer. With the introduction of the abeve improvements,
the complexity of the updating function was greatly increased, so that
increased use of the computer seemed essential. The fact tha@ the format of
Form 3 was revised several times durihg the project contributed to the
time required for computer work. So did case-number problems. And not
the smallest problem was the difficulty that some of the workers exper-
ienced in meeting deadlines for submitting'completed forms. The result of
these several problems was that we were always late in giving the workers
their "case rosters" (24241 the Form 3's as they emerged from the computer).

This persiétent tardiness decreased the likelihood that the workers would

use the Form 3 for recording their activity on a day-by-day basis.

“Other Case Data Collected. Data about costs were collected and will be

described later in this chapter. The other form of case data obtaincd

consisted of some outcome measures on cases that closed‘during the course
of the project. These measureslwere obtained by irterviewing each worker
regarding each of his closed cases.

They are described in Chapter 3 of

this volume, but are mentioned here simply for the sake of completeness.

Assuring the Quality of Data. It is evident that the workers werc asked

to make a large, complex set of judgments pertaining to concepts that were
new to them. Therefore, we spent considerable time and effort on various
activities intended to maximize the quality of the data that the workers

would be recording.

In each county, a training course of four two-hour sessions was con-

ducted for the workers before they began completing forms for their be-

omssa s

B

K750

el

M—w—ﬂ. J 'w H—n"‘

i R S

i

[
s

Parcte )
werenerh

sz

s

= &

.
R4

ginning-of-project caseloads. The course covered GOSSS concepts, the use of
the three forms, and an item-by-item explanation of their cqntente Using an
overhead projecto; and transparencies, fictitiows cases of various types
were discussed. The first two sessions were speat on concepts and on Forms
1l and 2, with ihe third and fourth séssions being, devoted to Form 3.

Lively discussions occurred in most sessions, with some revisions being
made as a result of those discussions. The fact that the iﬁmediate .
supervisors of a few of these workers attended some or all of ihe trairing

sessions was a definite plus. .

During the training course, the first version of the Project lManual

was distributed. This manual underwent substantial revisions in December

aﬁd April, accomplished by issuing replacement pages rather tpan complete

manuals. (Appendix of this report contains a complete copy of the final

© version of the marmual and a swmmary of the principal revisions.) Issuance

of revised manual peges was often preceded by memos explaining the changes
briefly, so that changes could be implemented promptly. As a handy
eference, each worker was given a "desk card" showing on a single sheet
the codes needed for Form %, including the codes for a more limited list

of services tailored to that worker's specialty.

Making face-to-face consultation available on & regular basis was

another techniqgue intended to improve the qualiiy of the recorded data. A
project staff member spent certain days in each of the two agencies, having
made known to the workers the dates, desk location, and telephonc number so
that they could discuss problems, especially probléms that were unique to
a particular case. (Uf course they could contact staff members at other

times by phone als..) Although the need for this kind of help decreased
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week in each agency was continued almost without fail until nearly the
end of field Qork. While in the agency, the staff member also made a

quick audit of any forms submitted on that day, as time permitted.

Finally, we attempted to asseuys the reliability of data entered on

Forms 1 and 2. From among the cases active at the beginning of the project,
one case was chosen at random from each worker's load. The agency's case
record was read by a projéct staff member, a former county welfare director

with a thorough knowledge of Minnesota public welfare programs and

" procedures. His objective in making this review was to determine whether

the worke{s recorded factual information accurately on the project forms
and whether their judgments agreed with his independent judgment. This
undertaking is described as an assessment of reliability, not of validity,
fdr two reasons: we caimnot assume that tie factual information in the

case records is absolutely complete and error-{ree, and we cannot c¢laim
that an independent judge whose judgments are based only upon-the case
records will make more correct judgments t..an the socinl workers who wrote
those records and who are acquainted with the clients. Rather, we per-
ceivgd.this as a way of maving sure that no critic can say, "There is no
resemblance between what appears on the project forms and what was actually

happening in the case," or "The framewcrk within which the workers were asked

to make judgments is so esoteric or incomprehensible that they could not

make judgments with which a reasonable person could agree,"

The semple consisted of 36 primary clients representing the 30 social
workers. (Some lamily cases contained more than one prirary client.) Two
could not be reviewed because recent dictation was unavailable. For ithe 34

clients revicwed, there was good agreement on con. .tion of lifc at intake

or currently, with a little more disagreement—-but still not muche-on the
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goal condition: in four cases, reviewer and worker agreed on the broad
goal (e.g., self support) but were not equally optimistic about the ex-

tent to which it could be attaiﬁed; in another four cases, they disagreg?
on the broad goal. 1In nine cases, the reviever disagreed as to the bacriers
that sﬁould have been identified, sometimes wantipg to add to the worker's
list and at other times objecting to a barrier marked by the worker.
Similarly, there wére seven cases in which the reviewer disagreed with

the services shown iq the worker's servi@ejplan. Five Formﬁzﬂs were thought
to be supérfluoﬁs; since the individuals had the ;éme goa}s, etc., as other
family memgersAand could have been listed on the same Form 2 with these
others, (This assessment was made early in the project, before we had
become aware of the problems related to the use of “primary client groups!)
There were only four cases in whiqh the reviewer disagreed with‘the worker
on more than one judgment item. Factual errors and omissions were found in

s

thirteen.cases. In view of the fact thal this sample was drawn from

forms complc¢ted at the very beginning of the project, before experience

had improved both the workers' performance and our instructions, the
nunber of errors and disagreements does not seem alarming. C»e probabie
cause of problems that could be =2liminated by improvements in the design
of I'orm 2 was the worker's failure to note the relationship of an

individual item to the main heading to which it belongs.

The Climate for Productive Field Work. Our hope was that the field

test of the project forms and procedures could bg truly beneficial.
Certainly we wanted the social workers to make a diligent effort to usec

the system as desipned.  But, we also wanted them Lo improve upon the systam,
givin, us the benefit of their frustrétioqs in trying to do papurwork

while responding to the needs of their clients, telling us whigh concepts
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or procedures did not make sense in their agency or with the types of

cases in their caseloads, and suggesting specific ways in which the system

1 £

could be improved. We used five ways of obtaining these benefits.

A s LT L A 2

Before designing the forms, we met with two Ramsey workers represent-

ing the Staff Council of that agency's Social Services Division. We did‘

s AT, ot i B e AR

not approach them with draft forms to be reviewed; rather, we showed them : -

the constraints (principally the GOSSS items that must be included) and

coenT Ry

asked them for ‘advice on a number of issues,such as how to definc a case
or how to manage the updating process. Later they reviewed the drafts E
that we designed after that mesting., The fact that one of these workers

‘worked in the WIN program made her ineligible to participate further in 2

the project. The other worker did continue, however, and served inform- o
!
i project.

I

i

{

H

N
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ally as a liaison person between the Ramsey workers and the stafl of the . %
|

To make the project less burdensome to the workers, we sought ways il

to avoia duplication.  In Hennepin, the project workers did not participate

in their agency's Interim System, as a.l others in their agency wore

doing. Instead, project staff members transcribed data from the project

forms onto the Interim System forms. (In fagh, some of the items on Form 2

were placed on the form solely to make this pessible.) The Ramsey workers )

7

did not complete Form 1, since we could obtain the data directly from that ) . ?
agency's computer. DPW requires social services workers throughout the :% ?
state to report each service given during one morith of each calendar . i
quarter, and iae project staff attempted, not entirely successfully, to »f ‘g
protect the 30 project workers from thc'duplication that this reporting "1 § 
requirement entailed. ’ _ - 13
!
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Those workers who chose to submit an invoice were paid for working

overtime to complete the project forms at a flat rate for up to a maximum

of 20 hours. Origirnally, this provision was intended to make the task of
"loading the system" less painful, but we later changed the policy to allow
anyone who had not claimed the full 20 hours to request payment for addition-
al hours at any time during the course of the project. Most of the workers
did submit invoices, and the majority reported the full 20 hours. Although
the workers wereAnot asked to keep track of uncompensated overtime, it

was abundantly élear that many of them, if not all, spent large amounts

of their own time on the project.

Feedback meetings were conducted from time to time in each agency, at
which timé the workers not only expreised their complaints but also pro-
vided constructive suggestions. Indeed, many of the improvements made
during thé course of the project (mentioned earlier in this chapte: .d
spelled out in detail in Volume IT of unis report) arose directly from
the discussions that took place during these meetings. On her own ini-
tiative, one worker pruduced an extensive list of suggestions and presented

them to the project staif.

Finally, a member of the project staff interviewed some of the workers
about their methods of using Form 3 and their opinions of the GOSSS
concepts. The interview schedule, which is reproduced inAppendix ,
was intended to elicit information about the original version of rorm 3
and the first revision. Therefore, the responses given at that time may
or may not be similar to responses that would have been given after further
revisions. Atﬂthat time, two-thirds uf the respondents said that they
recorded their activity first on another’ form and later transcribed it to

the Form 3. Most did not record immediately after each casework “interview,
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or even every day.‘ However, a number of them believed that it would be
possible to revise Form 3 in such a way as to make immediate recording
feasible. (Unfortunately, we did not succeea in making zuch a revision.)
With regard to the GOSSS concepts, most respéndents objected to the
condition-of-life cafegories (whicﬁ we later changed completely); none
objected to the tarrier concept, but all thought the list too long (so
we later shortened it); and half of them found “hat the GOSSS framework

fit some cases poorly.

How effective were these efforts to involve the social workers in
the development of the system, to learn from them, to keep them interested,
to express our appreciation of the extra effort that was required of them?
In the absence of a control group, an answer is difficult. In all candor,
it must be admitted that none were sorry to see the field-test end, that
two workers failed to turn in Form 3 for the last two months, and that the
workers in one county wante: to withdraw from the project in November.
Two reascns for our less-than-perfect success can be identified, :n
addition to the complexity of the system: we were sometimes slow in ful-
f£illing our promises to the workers (E;ﬁs’ we delayed two or three months

in producing a "desk card" to spare the workers the inconvenience of con-

sulting the project manual), and the workers' awareness that GOSSS was being

dropped by the federal agency and would probably not be used in DPW's
statewide social services information system made the project seem like
an exercise in futility. On the positive side, we can cite two workers
who completed their work despitpbéxtended illnesses. (We believe that the
workers who "volunteered" for tﬁis project were among their agencies' most
conscientious staff members. This was undoubtedly an important factor.)

A number of the workers expressed their appreciation of our responsiveness,
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stating that they had never before participated in a project in which

this heppened. Subjectively, we are convinced that this is a good way to

conduct a project of this sort, in which the development of a workable

system is primary and the production of case-related findings is a secondary

consideration.
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Other Data Sources: GCost Data

The Project collected cost data as inputs for its cost effective-
ness analyses. Th2se data were of several kinds:l
Records of direct salary costs for project-workers' time.

Records of other local agency costs properly assignable to

project worker saluries as an overhead loading.

Records of administrative costs within the State Department of
Public Welfare assignable to social service programs and
allocable to local sgencies as overhead on local social service

expenditures.

Records of payments for purchased social services provided to

.project clients during the reporting period.

The project also collected other‘infcrmation to use in distributing State

Department overhead to local agencies and in distributing local agency over-

head to individual project workers' salaries.

Our aim was to produce a cost assessment for cach project cuse for the

period of time it was active during the project. This was accomplished

IWe did not try to assess non-welfare-department costs for services to
project clients, except when these were billed to the participating county depart-
ments and paid. Such costs, both for services not billed to welfare and for compo-

" nents of service costs borne by other sucial agencies above and beyond invoiced

amounts, are an important consideration in shaping welfare policy. To measure
them, however, would require a much more massive effort than we were staffed

for.

We also did not make any attempt to assess the social opportunity costs of
tying up investments in the services provided, nor to assess discounted present
values of delayed payofls (though we discussed the applicability of such concepts
where outcome measures are firmer than those at hand).

Finally, we did not attempt to trace sources of financial support, believing
this irrelevant to our research objectives.
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relative to project worker costs and overhead lvadings. We found considerable
softness in our data on purchased services, however. Becsuse of this, the
final cost analyses were not carriad down to a case by case level. Rather,
a few cost effectiveness comparisoné were carried out for certain groups of

cases, excluding consideration of purchased services.

More detailed cost analyses of the data base may be doie in future, but

they are outside the scope of this report.

Costs of Worker Provided Services: The data on numbers of contacts and

time units workers reported spending on each client and service (see Form 3)
provided a basis for defining the actual costs of each worker's activity in giving

.2
service,

In assessing worker costs, we began with the measure of time units spent
on a case or service {the count of quarter hour time units, converted to hours).
We multiplied this measure times the worker's adjusted and loaded salary cost

(per hour, as derived from monthly figures).

The loadings on salary rosts made it possible to distribute local and state
welfare agency overhead costs to individual cases and services. FEach worker's
salary was increased by an even share of his or her supervisor's and clerks'
salary costs (distributed linearly according to rumber of people served or
supervised). Next, each salary was further increased by a similar pro-rata
share of summed salary costs for higher level supervisors and their clerks

within the social service program.

2These counts of contacts and time units also give measures of how social
workers distributed their time among services. And they serve as independent
variables for analyzing differential case outcomes (thus: Did cases receiving
more than 40 hours of contact time make significantly more progress than others?).
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The resuiting hourly salaries were multiplied times one plus the ratio of
in-program non-salary costs to in-program salary costs. This loaded them
with a share of costs for things like furniture, office subplies, and fringe

benefits in the social services operation.

Department-wide general support and administrative costs were distributed
as a loading ratio of support and administration costs over the sum of the
operations costs for social services and public assistance (excluding financial
assistance grants and expenditures for purchases of social services). This
‘loading pius one was multiplied times the last stage's loaded salaries. (It
was a loading not only on salaries but on all social service and public

assistance expenditures other than grants and service purchases.)

Finally, the loaded salaries were increased by a factor of the ratio of the
county's share of the state department's social service overhead to the total

dollars spent in the county for provision of social services, excluding purchases.

Since contact time was only 30% to 50% of total worker time during the
project, we apportioned the costs for non~con£act hours to the contact times.
We did this by multiplying for each worker his adjusted hourly salary by the
ratio of his total time units at work during the project over his total time

units of client contacts. This gave the final loaded hnurly cost of contact time.

To allay fears of invidious comparisons among workers, we took as our
initisl salary costs the average for all project workers in any given county job

class (such as Social Worker II or Principal Social Worker),

More detailed records are available in the project history file concerning
the documents tapped for fiscal data, the exact data extracted, and the stages

of calculation the data went through. HMost of these working papers are
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methodologically unexciting. Two quirks are worth mentioning though.

1. We were uneble to assess the proper loading for support and
ad~inistration in Ramsey County for months beforc Jamuary, 1973.
Before that date the monthly financial reports aggregated all salary
and fringe benefit costs for the whole department under a support
heading. An improved program budget format was adopted in January,
which made cost distributions easier to look at. PPBS may have its
faults, but well-designed program budgets that define cost and
activiby centers related to speecific organizational objectives are

of great value for program evaluations of all sorts.

2, State welfare department social services costs (excluding dollar
pass-throughs) were allocated to counties on the basis of county agency
reports of numbers of cases which received one or more services in
November of 1972. The counts we {ound on record seemed high for
Hennep.n County. Investigation showed that Hennepin counts included
persons who had received allowable purchased social services without
any contact with a county social worker, This reporting was consistent with
the instructions for the survey, but the fact that apparently only 1 of
87 counties reported such no-agency-contact services indicates a communica-
tions problem between DPW and the locali agencies. We disregarded the
no-agency-contact service cases in allocating state agency overhead.

“

Costs of Purchased Services: Data on expenditures for purciase of social

services for project clients were hard to access. The most complete sets of
records on such costs in both counties were the files of vendor invoices.

QOther records were contained in computerized payments histories and abstracts.

Vendor invoices were filed in alphabetical order by vendor name (except
for the foster care file in Ramsey County which was arranged by client name).
After January 1, 1973, these invoices were generally itemized to show units of
particular services provided to each client served, giving client name and

case/FM number. To access such invoices, however, for the over 1,000 clients in
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the study would have required an accurate monthly report of which vendors

were providing service to which clients. Such reports were not available,

and requiring case workers to prepare them would have been an unacceptable

further burden on the workers. Even it they had been available, we lacked
clerical staff (because of a freeze on hiring) to read invoices and post

data., We therefore did not exploit the invoice files beyond recording the

peculiarities of their organization in each county.

Printed abstracts of some service purchase payments were produced by

the data processing departments in both counties. These seemed at first to

offer better data. Unfortunately, the Ramsey County records {when not in
cnly sunmary form) generally lacked identifying case and family member mumbers.

This conditioned use of the records on the vagueries of name matches and

manual consistency checks, something again beyond the staff time available,

ccasidering the number of cases for whom payments of one kind or another were

made each month. In Hennnpin Countyv, the abstracts were equipped with case

mumbers but were printed in a different order, furth:v complicating search.

In both counties there were machine-readable records of abspracts contents.

These are discussed below.

Tn Hennepin County there were machine-readable payments history records.

These aggregated data on payments for child welfare and social services

for each client, giving year-to-date figures and year-to-date adjustments.

We made our initial records gearches in these tapes, matching on casc and family

member numbers and subtracting one manth from the next to produce monthly

expenditure figures. This apﬁroach yielded considerable data on foster care,

gervices to unmarricd mothers, and mental retardation services (DAG's). Begimning
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with the end of March tape;zthese records also contained partial records of
payments for other purchased social services. The tapes lacked, however, any firm

data on service dates for which particular payments were made¢,

Near the end of the project, we discovered the availability of abstract.
tapes in Hennepin County which provided monthly detail paralleling the cumulati.o
detail in the history tapes. Feeling the detail records superior (since they
gave exact service dates), we acquired copies of as many as possible, going
back to the record of payments during February for services provided during
or before January. We compared the cases included in our match list with our
client, roster, eliminating scme fifty odd felse case number matches, and
correcting social worker numbers, The resulting selected tape records'provided

most of the purchased service information included in our final results.

The dg?ﬂ”from the Hennepin abstracts Lapes were soft in sevrral respects.
First, dufing the period of time we looked at them, the tapes did not record
all payments for purchased services. The record keeping and accounting were in
transition from one system to another. Second,; case numbers were quixotic. ;
Child welfare, mental retardation, unmarried mother, and public assistance case
numbers carried directly into the tapes. Social-service-only cases were recorded

»

in the tapes with new casc mumbers, however, and no match list was available

to key these to the case numbers we had for project clivnts., This means that many

purchases of service for project clients were not found.

e vy crb———

In Ramsey County, the best records of payments for social services were scattered
in the fund-accounting disbursement tapoes. Unfortunately, these often had empty

cagse ﬁhmber and family-nember-number ficlds, requiring a case-name match to

e e e

f£ind cgéos. Such matching was made unreliable by the lack of consistent locations

of given names following surnames, and by variant spellings of glven names.
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We preserved three months' records from these tapes and from data on payments

for child care, but we have not yet attempted to read them.

If the project were to be carried out this fiscal year instead of
during the past one, reliable records of expenses for purchased social services
could be had in both counties. As it worked out, we came up with a picture
of services purchased in Hennepin County for child protection, mental retardation,
unmarried mothers, and walk-in counseling and health-referral. These data

are of some interest, but the lack of other service data was a disappointment.

One lesson we learned is that local agencies will not lean over backward
to keep more deteiled records (such as itemized vendor invoices and detailed
abstracts of payments) then they necd to satisfy their repoiting requirements
to the state. & corollary lesson is that the state agency should allow ample
time to local agencies tc set up mechanisms for collecting and filing newly

required data elements.
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Chapter 5

Findings

Briefly summarized in the firat two sections in thls chapter are
the main findings of the three~year project regaruing demoustration of
the RCEM as s management innovation. Subsequent sectionn conlain a
varicety of descriptive statistics obtained from client iaformation collected

with the pilot system during the third year.

Demonatration Findings of RCIM:

Four distinct phases were followed in a natural order for completing
this three—&ear demonstratfon of RCEM. The main activity of the project's
first year was focused on the analytical method (RCEM) to be applied, its
rationale, wsctting, assumptions, shortcomings, advantages, et¢. Moat
briefings presented durfng the first year on the project werc highly

abstract and concerned largely with the logic of the model,

This second phase was undertaken concurrently witlh the first phase,
in which the question of how to measure client outcomes wae to be answered,
The answer was s8low in coming, with Chapter J providing the most vecent
developments., Some questions still remain, however, about possaible

refinement,

Phase three concerned the machanisn for obtaining oa-goling information
as input to the model and, ultimately, the decision-making process. The
data requirements for the first two years were fulfilled by one-ghot

surveys, having fairly high costs associated with the collection, coding,

75
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and keypunching effort, Moreover, the limitations en the collection effort
(imposed by our restricting the sample to case records as data sources)
were felt to be extreme, The third year pilot of systemntic procedures

for collecting data proved successful and has provided Minnesota with &
wealth of data on the dynanics of casework. There is little doubt but
what Minnesota will construct its social services information syatem to

zeflect the experiences of this prolecr.

The final phasc was never fully anticipated at the start of the project.

This phase concerned the utilization of the fnformation and analytical
results of RCEY by decision makers, Everyone talks about necding cost-
effectiveness information, but if {t iz provided to management=--in whatrvee
form they choose — manapgers often Jdon't use it for guod reason. The
proper form for providing RCEM 1s again as difficult to develop as are

the wmodel, the measures, and the data cullection system. Utilization

of regearch findings or management innovations is & new and vastly growing
fleld with 1ts own duvelopments and precepts, We have tricy to extract
from that new discipline the established concepts for achieving full

utilization of RCEM,

Highlights of Project Findings

Phase 1. RCEM - An Analytical Model

Although soma modification to the origimal RCEM of three years ago was
ndcesgary to apply the technique to social services, few doubts remain
as to its applicability, It requires about the smallest pousible set of

assuuptions, yet still obtainiag siguilficant results,

Fomd &

Frood  Boond  Boued

s I S

k]
Rv

3

£ o

gﬂmti

E:«-‘ﬂé

Lot Raed Beod

el




-—

e LT e T S Gk e e g B

g Ty Lo
4
g%m%nmmﬂm

Lreway |t |

care; what was shown is that these costly services increased the ,
Another interesting variable we examined was the comparisom between

denominators of the cost~effectiveness rat.ios to such an extent as to .
cases which were maintained (or improved) without services and cases with

overpower our measures cf effectiveness.

the same results after receiving services. Our outcomes supported the

)
The'first—year RCEM analysis based on outcomes developed specifically B

g for Child Protective Services (limited to abused and neglected children, e | caseworker and client as to specific objectives for services? To the
i - as defined in the Child Welfare League's Standard for Child Protection . extent that agreement way shorten the amount of time required to bring
d Services) indicated that the following variables influence cost—effective o about change, there is likely to be dollar savings associated with its
i éi ness of the services provided: , : use. But does it encourage more effective services (i.e., better outcomes)
': w . length of time that a case remained open to be provided as well? For Employment Servieces, cases in which there
f; 5% . the presence or absence of foster care . _ : were acknowledged agreements of objectives at the outset proved signifi-
;; t, . the amount of medical care provided | ‘ , cantly more effective itlhan those in which there were ro agreements. For
'i %g . the education of the child's mother the specific service outcome used in this comparison, the former services
(ﬂ ™ Greater efficiency was associated with short-term service, a better- ‘ appeared to be provided with more than twice the effectiveness of the
;’ ki educated mother, the absence of foster care, and little or no medical care. : latter. The result was the same for Child Protective Services, but with
? J’ Obviously agencies cannot consistently avuid the use of foster care or medical less distinction.

B 1
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iﬁ For BEmployment btrvices the variables of age, education, number of clalm that caseworker-achieved results as slightly best. This result
: pre-school children, and the total number of children proved important. seems more true of Child Procective Serv?ces than it does for Employment
Bt - -
g Although younger clients apparently veceived more effective service, such Services. But for neither service is the result so numericully significant
; a‘ & direct chronologicai correlation failed, when viewed in terms of cost- ’ that we would expect the same conclusion to be drawn irrespective of the
E | ‘ . ‘
i effectiveness. For example, persons who had finished high school received particular method for measuring outcomes.
' 5,; more cost-effective service than persons whose education had terminated
gy; A general conclusion of our analysis is that now, it is more important
& at the eigth grade. ,
e b to improve outcome measures than the model itself, and this leads to:
5 {:' In the third year, the structure of the project caused the inclusion of a
;T bl Phase 2, Measures of Effectiveness and Cost

Sk wide variety of services, often represented by so few cases that it was not .
: é - - Service-specific outcomes appear tn be acceptable for at least rather
f“§f feasible to apply the RCEM. Nevertheless, where the sample could support analy
%_ : gross analysis of relative effectivencss. These are client outcomes
~j§‘ we did investigate certain variables in the relationship that is established -

between caseworker and client. Is it beneficial to obtain prior agreement betw
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Table 5.1
kffectiveness of Worker-Client Agreement on Goal:
Employment Services

NOTE: This RCkM snalysis is based upon the following question in the
interview questionnaire which was used in reviewing each closed case with
the social worker:

¥as the outcome achieved by this client your agreed-upon
desired goal?

l. Yes
2. No, did not achieve desired goal.
3. No, client and social worker never agreed on goals.

In the analysis, the first response catewory was compared with the others
combined. :

INTERPRETATION: Among closed cases that had received Employment Services,
the service was found to be 2.149 times 1is eifective in thrse instances
vhere the social worker's answer to the abovs interview gquestion was yes
a9 it was in the reaainder of the cases. Th: probability is 1.000 (i.e.,
certainty) that a real difference exists. This probability is to be
understood in the same way as those probavcilities that are attached to
various well-~known statistical tests of significance. See Chapter 2,
pag2s 1 through 8.

Resgponses Compared:
Code 1 to Codes (2 + 3)

Average relative effectiveness of
the service to the first group as
compared to the second group 2,149

Probability that service %o the

first group is moxe (or less)

effective than service to the :

second group » 1.000

Average relative cost-effectiveness
of the service to the first group .
as compared to the second group v 2.14Y

Probability that service to the

first group is more (or less)

cost-effective than service to

the second group 1.000
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Table 5.2
Effectiveness of Worker-Client Agreement on Goal:
Child Protective Services

NOTE: See the note accompanying Table 5.1.

{NTESPKETATION: A@ong closed cases that had received Child Protective
§erv1ces, the service was found to be 1.442 times as effective in those
instences where the social worker's answer to the interview question was

Yes &s it was in the remainder of the cases, T ili i
a real difference exists, ' ¢ pronaotlity ds T that

Responses Compared:
Code 1 to Codes (2 + 3)

Average relative sffectiveness of
the service to the first group as
cumpared to the second group 1.442

Probability that service to the

first group is more (or less)

effective than service to the

second group 997

Avergge relative cost~effectiveness
of the service to the first group
as compared to the second gruup l.442

Probability that service to the

first group is more (or less)

cogt-effective than service to )

the second group 397
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Table 5 . 3
Effectiveness of Receipt/Non—Receipt of Services:
Employment Services

NOTE: The RCEM analysis is based upon the following question in the
interview questionnaire which was used in reviewing each closed case witn
the social workers

Without services would condition of life have improved, remained
the same or degraded?

1. Condition of life would have improved without services.

2. Condivion of life iaproved because of services given.

3. Condition of life would have been maintained without
services.

4., Condition of life was maintained because ol services
given.

5. Condition of life deteriorated without services.

6. Condition of life deterioruated even tnough services
were given.

In the analysis, the sixth response was dropped because too few cases fell
into that category, the first and third responses were combiued, and the
second and fourth responses were combined.

INTERPRETATION: Among closed cases that nad received Bmployment Services,
the most effective service was found to have been giveu to cases whicn the
social worker said hed eiiner oeen improved by the giving of service or

&t least had been maintainca through services {codes 2 aud 4); the second-
most effective ssrvice, surprisingly, was found in those cases in wnich
essentially no service had bisn given ard the situatio-. had deteriorated
(code 5); while t.: least effective service had been given ‘0 cases that,
one might sav, reallv did not need service (codes 1 and 3).

Rusponses Compared:

Codes 284 Codes 244 to Code 5 to
to Code 5 Codes 143 Codes 13

Average relative effectiveness of

the servicve to the firet group as

compared to the second Lroup «... 1.026 1.346 1.310
Probability that service to the

firat group is more (or less)

effective than service to the

86CONA ETOUP eovessstesnsonncsnns .595 «3398 +3984
Average relative cost-effectiveness

of ti:a sarvice to the first group

as compared to the second group . 1.026 1.%46 , 1.510
Probability that service to the -

firat group is more (or less)

cost-effective than service to

the second £roup evesececsrscncs «595 <998 <984
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Table 5.4
Effectiveness of Receipt/Non—Receipt of Services:
Child Protective Services

NOTE: Soe the note accompanying Table 5.3

INTERPRBTATION: Among closed cases that had received Child Protective
Services, the most effective service was found to have been given to cases
which the sdeial worker said had either been improved by the giving of
service or at least had been meintained through services (codes 2 and 4);
the second-most cffective service had been given to cases that, one might
say, really did not need service (codes 1 and 3); and the least effective
service, obviously, was found in those cases in which essentially no ser-
vice had been given and the situation had deteriorated (code 5).

Responses Compared:

Cides 24 tc  Codes 2x4  Codes 1&3
Codes 1&3 to Code 5 to Code 5

Average relative effectiveness of
the service to the first group as
compared to the second group «... 1.284 Ll.532 1.196

Probability that service to the

first group is more (or less)

effective tnan service to the

8€CONd ErOUD evssescssensssannase 973 1.000 858

Average relative gost-effectiveness
of' the service to the first group
as compared to the second group . 1.284 1.532 1.196

Probability that service to the
first group is wore (or less)

cosi-effective than service to

the second £roup eeeeesvevircanss 975 1.000 .4358
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defined by using the language of each service area, e.g., in CPS, 'cause

. of abuse eliminated or controlled with child remaining in home."

More generic outcomes, based on generic goal states (recall the
four goal states of the original GOSS material), did not prove adequate,
save for Employment Services. The need for refinements, beyond the way
we measured goal achievement, is suggested in Chapter 3, and this need
is currently being met in a Colorado State demonstration project. Unless
the refinements prove more successful than what we have already obtained,
no substituée for addressing outcomes specifically by service area may

be valid.

From the beginning «f the study, costs have proved conceptually
easy, but burdensome to collect. The general formula we have always

used 1is:

Cost per case = (Palated Caseworker Salary) . (1 + Overhead) +

Purchased Scicvices

Cost analysis must be geared to effectiveness analysis in that they must
both measure at the sam¢ level of detail, The formula above can be

made as detailed as desirable simply by refining the activity indicator
Q;ed to prorate caseworker salaries. For general analysis, an acceptable
level of detail in prorating casewquer salaries is obtained from case-
worker time units recorded for each case on a monthly basis. Caseload
information alone is inadequqte, as is number of service contacts. An
intensity measure of the duratilon of client contacts is a necessity for

moat analytical demands.

g

-

o v

Phase 3. Collecting Social Services Information

After having successfully completed a pilot test of & system for
collecting services information; we feel capable of completing the final
design and implementing such a system. A large number of pitfalls,
beyond our previous experiences with systems, are now identified and can
be avolded. But perhaps more important, many positive activities have
been identified which should be promulgated. Foremost of these is the
notion of achieving caseworker involvement through encouraging them to
see the system as uszful for their own purposes, such as for "telling

their story" to management.

OQur open solicitation of caseworker suggestions led to this obser-
vation and we did not begin the third-year effort with fixed systems
concepts. As the project closes officially, we are even more convinced
of the appropriateness of a "bottoms-up" approach to systems development
in social services., This is not to lend credence to the use of advisory
panels, which ave inadequute for this purpose, but instead to place
emphasis on the need for perceived user-ownership of sys¢<ems being
developed, particularly, when the user must furnish the system with

judgments and other input.

Phase 4. Utilization in Decision Making

We wer. never able to get beyond the thinking stage im this area
during the project. Our earlier attempts at presenting results failled.
(See Chapter 6 for a discussion of these.,) As we finally came to grips

with the nature of the probleé, reasons for fallure became clear: as

with caseworkers, managers must self{-initiate the solution to their problem.
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This does not mean, though, that managers must all become systems
analysts and derive their solutions completely on their own. Rather,
they must articulate their problems in data terms, be helped to see the
uge of analytical devices for their specific problem, and be aided in
interpreting results, There is no such thing as a cost-effectiveness
evaluation of social services which has equal usefulness to all social
service managers. Each menager has his own unique set of problems, with
unique demands placed on how the analysis is to be framed and what the

results mean.

The analytical capability, the measures, the information, caseworker

activity, and results must all be developed and available to provide timely

and accurate analysis against spacific analytic objectives.

Nature of the Casés

Case Structure; Eligibility for Service. The 1682 cases includes in

the project were drawn from Hennepin and Ramsey Counties in the ratio of 416.
Tablc 5.5 shows how they were distributed among the various organizational
units. HNo claim is made that these cases are representative of the entire case-

lcads of the two agencics. Their selection is explained in Chapter i.

The terms case and primary client, require some explanation here for
the benefit of the casual reader, although they are discussed in detail in
Appendix A. We use them synonymously throughout the report. Attempting to

adhere to GOSSS concepts, as we understood them, we defined a primary client

ag either an individual or a group of individuals from the same family,

. 105

——.

-

4 8 e Wb 1 e At

DEEn et L M 8 L gyt e s

e

RIS 3

Table 5.5
Primary Clients Included in the Project at Any Time,

by Organizational Unit

Social Primary Clients
Unit Workers N
Hennepin:
Child Protection 10 5421 25.1
Adult Services b 271 16.1
Total 17 %92 1.2
Ramsey:
Child Protection L 228 13.6
Unmarried Mothers 2 129 7.7
Mentally Il1 3 94 11.5
Mentally Deficient 3 186 11.0
Work and Training L 253 15.0
Total 18 990 58,8

depending upen the goals and service plans that were appropria:e to the
various family members. Our original instructions to the social workers '
contained the following statement:

««.Usually the primary client will be one person. However,

if several individuals have the same barriers..., same goal,

and same service plan, all may be shown on the same Form 2.

This situation is most likely to occur in a protective service

case, where several children are believed to be neglected and

- will be receiving the same service. :

Thus, a primary client might be either an individual for whom an individual
service plan and goal had been established or a group from one family having
a common service plan and goal. In a particular family there might be one
or more primary client individuals as w¢ll as a primary client group (but
group members could not simﬁltaneously be individual primary clients). An
unforeseer problem was the tendency for the composition of a case to change

over a period of time with changes in service plans, goals, and living

arrangements. This was the project's worst single data-processing problem,
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Most of the cases were eligible for federally-matchable s¢rvices under the

Thus, the number of cases in the study would have shifted from time to
time even if there had been no intake and no closings. The 1682 cases
for which the findings are reported consist of an unduplicated count

of a;}_primary clients appearing in the project at any time, using each
priméry client éntity in its most recent form. For example, two members
of a family who together constituted a twc-person primary client group at
the beginning of the project but who were later separa*ed into individual
primary clients through a change in service plans would be counted as

two individual primary clienté. Based upon that criterion, the estimated

distribution of the primary clients by type was as follows:

Groups . 344 20.4%
Adults treated as individual clients 1010 60.1%
Children treated as individual clients 328

2

Total " 1682

regulations in effect at the time: between 83 and 93 percent (incomplete

data maite a precise figurc impoésible) were current, former, or potential
recipients of federally-aided public'assistanc:. Nearly six-tenths of

these categorically-related cases were covered by Title IV-A, about one-third
of them were covered by ald to the disabled, and the remainder were scattered
among all the other public assistance titles. Of the cases that were not linked
to public assistance, fewer than 100 were reported as receiving either general
agsistance or child welfare asgsistance (not to be confused with federal funds
for child welfare services). The majority of the cases unaccounted for in

this distribution, fewer than 200 in number, are proSably»those child welfare

cases that involved no vendor payments.
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Client Problems Identified. To describe the problem population to

No special area
One special area
Two special areas
Three special areus
Four special areas
Five special areas

in Table 5.6.
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Table 5.6

as follows with regard to the number of special areas marked:

Cases Assigned to Each Special Area

which a case belonged, a list of 17 "special areas" was provided from which

one or more could be selected. We found that the cases were distributed

(Thus, it appears that an information system which asks the social worker
to assign each case to one and only one problem population may not be
adequate for an appreciable portion of the caseload.) The portion of the

cascload tagged with each of the spenial area designations is indicated

- ‘ . Number % of
Special Area of Cases 1682
Protection, involuntary 392 23.3
Mental retardation 275 16.4
Mental illness 274 16.3
Protection, voluntary 231 13.7
Physical disability 208 12.4
Vocational Rehabilitation 192 11.4
State ward 171 10.2
Unwed Parenthood 168 10.0
Other vocational services 150 8.9
Alcohol problem 132. 7.9
Marital discord 127 7.6
Juvenile delingquency 71 L2
Elderly (over age 60) 67 4.0
Drug abuse 59 345
Visual handicap 56 3.3
WIN 4O 2.4
Migrant Worker 2 0.1

-
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As a prelude to the making of a service plan, each client's status
vias assessed with respect to the four-dimensional goal structure shown in
Table 5.2. Thi:s gives a gsecond way of describing the problems identified
in these cases. {GOSSS goals were used for this purpose at the beginning
of the project. When they were abandoned, it was necessary to translate
the assessments to the new four-dimensional structure. Translations were
accomplished in more than 90 percent of the cases, but the untransiated

cases clutter up the frequency distributions to such an extent that we are

unwilling to present the results in tabular form.) On the "income maintenance"

scale about half the clients were found to be totally dependent upon
assistance from the agency, while one-seventh were currently receiving no
aguistance. On the "cmployment/job readiness" scale, the most frequent
category, unemployable, accounted for fewer than 4O percent, with the
remainder of the cases spread almost uniformly over the other six categories.
We hesitate to make a statement about the '"level of functioning" scale,
where the translation problem appare-tly peaked. The "living situation"
scale showed at least 70 percent to be living in their own homes at the
time of assessment and able to function independently there in the majority
of instances, fewer than 25 percent in commnity-based care facilities, and
roughly five percent in institutions (defined here as mental hospitals,
institutions for the severely mentally retarded, and medical hospitals for

the chronically ill).

Service Plans

Following GOSSS constructé, the social workers were expccted to identify
the barriers preventing a client from reaching an appropriaste goal unsgided,
the social services that should be directed against each of these barriers,

the method of delivery that should be employed in getting each of these
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services to the client, and the type of outside sgency that should be the
gource of each service not available within the county welfare depurtment
itself. Thus, each service plan consisted of one or more sets of these four
elements: barrier, service, method, agency type. (See Form 2, in Chapter 4.)
More than one service might be planned for the removal of a certain barrier
in a case, in which event that barrier would appear more than once in the
data extracted from that service plan. Also, more than one barrier might be
linked to a chosen service,_thus causing a diplicated count of the cases in
which that service was to be given. For any barrier-service pair, however,
only a single method was likely to be shown. The cases were distributed as

follows with regard to the number of four-element sets:

No barrier-service-method-agency sets L.6%
One set . 19.5%
Two sets 28,24
Three sets 21.6%
Four sets 14.3%
Five or more sets 11.8%

Barriers. The accompanying table shows the frequency with which each
barrier was men-lioned in service plans. For the reason explained above, this
is not the number of cases having the barrier. Rather, it is a rough measure
of the amount of attention that the barrier should be getting, in the
opinion of the social workers. The reader is reminded that these cascs
do not constitute a representative sample of either agency's social

service caseload.

Services Planned. The worker was given & 7h-item list of codes to
represent the various kinds of service. (See the reverse side of Form 2.)
To reduce the excessive amount of detail, we have combined many of the

specific items to produce the 31-item array that appears in Table 5.8.
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certain date may automatically produce a certain goal condition regardless
of the supportive social services given to the client prior to that date),
in general it seems reasonable to call this date the anticipated end~point
of social services under the stated plan. The social workers skipped this

question in one-fifth of the cases. Where they did supply an answer, the

overwnhelming majorityiéf the service plans (92 percent) were expected to

be completed within oﬁé‘yéégﬂqf the assessment date. Indeéd, 20 percent
were sch=duled for completion within one quarter of the assessment date,

30 percent were expected to require three_to six months for completion, 20
percent seemed likely to take six to nine“ﬁonths, and 22 percent would need
between nire and twelve months for accomplishment. Although one service
plan was predicted to last more than six years, 99 percent would be finished
within two years of the date on which the service plan was prepared.

These {igures may convey an unduly optimistic impression. Two reasons for
caution should be noted: (1) The end of theﬁpresent service plan does

not necessarily mean that no further social{éervices will b= needed ——:in
fact, the workers were asked to report proximate goals if the ultimate goal
was rather far in the “ature and likely to require changes in the service
plan AS the case moved thr@ﬁéﬁ successive stéges. (2) The absence of an

estimated date of achievemght in so many cases leads cne to suspect that these

would be long-term cases éﬁd would therefore reduce each of the percentages

quoted above if they werse ihcluded in the distribution.

Service Execution

Total Amount of Worker—-Provided Service. During the six months of the

project, the 30.workers reportéd spending approximately 10,263 hours in"
contacts with clients and coll#ﬁgrals. *The distribution of these hours by

mode of contact (field, office;wﬁelbphone, and travel time) and the

13
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corresponding distribution of unweighted contacts is shown in Table 5.9.

Table 5.9

Contacts, Time Units, and Hours by Mode of Contact

Cases

Cases with Number

with Number Time of Number
Mode of Contacts of Units Time of
Contact Reported Contacts Reported Units Hours
All modes 1341 20704 1355 41053 10263.25
Field contacts 1068 6142 1090 16368 4,092.00
Travel time Inap. Inap. 868 6289 1572.25
Office 449 1309 L6 2682 670.50
Telephone 1155 13253 1152 15714 3928.50

the discerning reader will note some actual or seeming inconsistencies within
this table. Why is the mumber of cases with contacts reported less than the
number of cases with time unitg reported? This disparity may be accounted for
by instances in which a primary client received service entirely through
contacts with another prisary cliest who was a member of his family. (For
example, an infant in a foster home might receive ser&ice entirely through.
the worker's contacts with his mother, whose own problems were being discussed
during those same contacts. In such instance, all contacts would be counted
against the mother's case, but some of the time units would be counted against
the child's case. (Other discrepancies in the table are probably due to

mistakes in recording or coding, and are trivial.)

The figure 1355 is our best estimate of the unduplicated number of project
cases receiving service in thé form of client or collateral contacts during
the project. This does not mean that the remainder of the 1682 cases were

ignored for six months. Some of them may have received a service from the
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Another frequently-cited measure of quantity of service is the "length" E . . t
B X ; on giving a particular kind of service to a case, the workers were also asked ui

! { of a case. The length of time that a case is in the active caseload can be ' .

AR to indicate which barrier was the object of the service. (Occasionally they -
g thought of as a measure of the number of months in which it is "ab risk" o
I LI recorded a service-barrier combination without showing any time units,

R4 ] of receiving service. Our judgement-based definition of a case made it : . -
F - presumably an indication that the service was coming from an outside source, ¥

3 N impossible to get a high-quality estimate, due to the shifting composition : L ) . . . i

P \s ; but it is believed that reporting in this fashion was incomplete.) The modal -

g of cases over a period of time. However, we have attempted to make an . L. é
K barrier-service combinations were as follows: ol
h estimate of the average number of months that cases were open during tra six- } o ) .
3( o i Barrier Service Classification Mogt Often Given ";
L month period of the project, using the number of primary clients listed on ' o >
‘i prod ! " P v Personal.propl?mg —— Mental health services - specific v
T L Mental disabilities

3 each month's Form 3. For this purpose, we deleted the three workers whose -2
:§ 4 . ‘ Family probleas &

. " data covered a period of less than the full six months. By this method, we Inadequate livirg —_ Child protective service; foster care, =
7 { arrangements - marital, family, child-rearing counseling

¢ estimate that cases were open an average of 5.0 months out of the six-month Other f§

ﬁ \ .o . e . Need for training or "
34 } period. This figure varies for individual workers, ranging from 4.3 tc 6-plus. ' .education
bk . . . : : 3 Need for advocacy, in- ~—————— Emnployment & rehabilitative services "}
g This measure is greatly influenced by the extent to which the worker had been f 3 formation and referral, . i
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social worker in the form of a letter or report prepared without the
occurance of a contact during the study period. 1In other cases, a con-
tinuing service obtained from an outside source, either purchased or free,
may not have required any reportable activity by the social workef‘ Also,
some cases were open only a short time during the project--in particular,
some cases were just about ready to be closed at the beginning of the
project. The 10,263 hours of contact time constituté about 36 percent of

the hours of payroll time allocable to the project.¥

changing the composition of his cases during the course of the project. If

*Payroll time allocable to the project was calculated for each worker,
theit summed. ror 23 of the workers, it was simply 40 hours X 26 weeks =
1040 hours. Three workers reported activity for a period of less than six
months, so their payroll hours were reduced proportionately. Four other
workers had such large caseloads that they were permitted to exclude some of

. their cases from the project, so their payroll hours were reduced in proportion
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he combined some primary clients who had earlier been counted separately,

this artificially increased the aversge (since the divisor was the unduplicated
number of cases, as those cases were constituted at the project's end), making
it even larger than the logical maximum of 6.0. On the other hand, if he
converted some primary client groups to individual cases, this incressed the
divisor relative to the number of cases listed on Form 3 in the earlier

months, thus artificially reducing the average length of case.

The Services—Barriers Relationship. In recording the time units spent

resource mobilization
Physical disabilities

—— Family planning, guardianship; health needs

Some presﬁmcd effects of the services upon the barriers ‘are summarized

in Table 5.10. Problems in the data prevent a more complete descriptioh.
There are two reasons why the first column of this table differs from the

figures in the earlier table of barriers: The earlier table showed the number

: %E to the number of their excluded cases. This procedure yielded a total of 28,102 - ;

A hours of payroll time allocable to the project. This included sick leave, il

b vacation time, etc. i
t |

116

g goed  Eoed

K.’ - ¥ 3 5 .". 13

. .

-



- v mem e s

- e s Wy o e

+

” ... v 5 .
* \ TP \ . . . B
. B 0 i

x

Table 5.10

Extent of Removal or Control of Each Barrier

All Cases Included Included

with This Not in Plan in Plan

Barrier Worked Worked On, Worked On,
Barrier (=2004) On Removed Controlled
Personal problems 980 48% 1% 13%
Family problems 1067 A A 12%
Need training, education 532 60% 3% 15
Need advocacy, etc. 456 554 10% 12%
Physical disabilities 490 62% 1% 12%
Mental disabilities 646 56% 0% 187
Inadequate living arrangements 106 57% 11% 8%
Other 61 hh 5% 3%

of instances in which a barrier was mentioned, which might be more than once
within a case; and the earlier table was limited to data in the service plan

on Form 2, vhereas the table shown here includes newly-identified barriers

that were reported only on Form 3.

Given the global nature of some of the barrier titles (e.g., ‘personal
problems"), it is difficuit to draws meaningful conclusions from these data.

They are disappointing, of course. Perhaps six monins is too short a time.

Amount_of Fach Kind of Service Provided by the Social Worker. In the

ahsence of adequate data on purchased services, the discussion is limited here

to the quantity of social worker activity. These data on worker-provided
services have considerable value apart from the presence or absence of data

on services provided in other ways.

Table 5.11 gives five items of infermation about each listed service:

the number of cases in which ét least one contact had been made primarily to
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deliyer this service, the aggregate number of such contacts, the numbep
of cases in which at least one 15-minute unit of contact time had been
devoted to this service, the aggregate number of such time units, and the
estimated cost of thig service. The first foup items come from Form 3

where the recording was limited to contacts and travel time. (See the'
discussion pertaining to Table 5.9.) An example will clarify Table 5,11
Social workers gave information~and—referral service to L7 cases during

the project, and the giving of this service to these cases consumed 192

time units (48 hours). Forty-five of “hese cases participéted in interviews
that were devoted either exclusively or primarily to information-and-referral
and such interviews totalled 122 in number. The other two of the 47 cases |
got information-and-referral only as a secondary matter during the course of
interviews having some other kind of service as their primary purpose. (Tne

cost estimates will be explained later.)

The list of services appearing in Table 5,11 is slightly shorter (27
classes) than the 3l-class list in Table 5.9, This is the result of making

the following two combinations:

« Family-planning, Guardianship of d Tect
and services related to healfh neegg?ndent end neglected chiddren,

+ Child protection; Child f ; i i ‘
child—rearing_co&nseling.OSter care; and Marital, family, and
With these two exceptions, the service classes in Tablé 5.11 correspond to

the classes of planned services in Table 5.9,

With the exception of child~-support service, all these classes of
service were used by these social workers at some time during the six-month
period, The most *"popular! services, both in terms of the numbers of cases
recelving them and the amount of time devoted to them, were child protection
(defined to include foster care and certain kinds of counseling); specific
mental health services; employment and rehabilitative services; the combination

of family-planning, guardianship, and health needs (separate data are un-
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available, but health needs are believed to account for the bivlk of this);

various non-counseling services to strengthen individual and family life

(codes 170, 171, 173, 175, and 176 on Form 2); mental retardation service;

and services to unmarried parents. In view of the distribution of cases

by organizational unit (Table 5.5), this 1list of frequently-reported

services presents no surprises.

Several interesting reasures could be calculated from the first four

columns of Table 5.11: the percentage of the 1355 cases that received each

of the services, the average number of time units per contact, etc.
Instead of burdening this long report with additional tables, we leave

such calculations to the interested reader.

Cost of Services

Cost of Worker—Pr'vided Service.

ual case--a technique mentioned in Chapter 3—or for a given svrvice provided

to a number of cases, s summarized in Table 5.11, two data items are nceded:

& weighted salary figure for the workér(55 whio provided the sesvice and the

appropriate nmumber of time units.

was made for each of the thirty social workers. This took into account the

DPY overhead (not the same for the two county agencies), the agency's own

supervisory structure (which weighs differently upon workers in different

parts of the agency), the amount and cost of clerical support for the worker

(different for the various organizational units), and the worker's job
classification. This produced a weighted hourly salary corresponding to each
worker. These hourly rates were then applied to the "payroll time allocable to
the project", a concept explained earlier in this chapter. The resulting

dollar amount, which we call the "total adjusted cost of payroll time", is the
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figure to which we must relate the number of time units. In view of the

many variations just mentioned, it is perhaps surprising that the thirty
values were not all different from one another. There were, in fact, only
nineteen different amounts representing each worker's total adjusted cost
of payroll time, These amounts for the individual workers ranged from
$6,700 (for a worker who had included only 37.5 percent of his caseload

in the project) to $21,000. For the thirty workers combined, it was $472,800,
rounded to the nearest hundred dollars. Let us repeat for the sake of

emphasis the meaning of this éuantity: This is the total payroll for these
thirty workers, plus their shares of the cost of operating the local agency
(clerical support, supervision, administr;tive salaries, and non-salary items),
plus their shares of the cost of DM's supervision of their agency's programs—
covering a period of six months and covering all of their work time (except

It includes personal time during office hours,

where otherwise indicated).

such as coffee breaks and sick leave, but it does not include any overtime

payments.

Each social workef's total adjusted cost of payrol. time was divided by
“the total number of time units that he reported on Form 3, producing a "cost
per time unit". This unit rate ranged from $3.55 (for a worker who reported
an amazing number of time uniis) to $24.56. The weighted average cost per

time unit for the thirty workers was $11.52.

To obtain the cost of the various services shown in Table 5.11, we
multiplied each worker's cost per time unit by the number of units of a

particular service that he reported, then summed this product over all the

workers reporting that service.
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The interested reader may wish to make the various other computations
that are possible with the data in Table 5.11. In addition to the rates
obtainable in that way, we can provide two others: (1) The cases assigned
to the workers amounted to 8282 case-months of "open" cases (regardless of
whether they received any attention), and the rate per case-month on that
basis amounted to $57.09. (2) Counting only cases that actually got service
during a specified month, the project covered 4889 case-months of service,

costing $96.71 per case-month. We do not have this information by kind

of service.

To summarize:

Total cost of social service included in this project $472,800.00

Cost per 1l5-minute time unit 11.52
Cost per case-month as an open case 57.09
Cost per case-month of service 94.71

Purchased Services. DNespite a very great amount of effort, the only

data on purchased services that we were able to associate with the specific
cases in the project were from Hennepin County. For reasons explained -~lse-
where in this report, at that time only the traditional child welfare sorvices
were covered completely by that agency's computerized filev(although the sger ¥
was gradually adding other services to its record). Further, we found it |
practical to use the payments that were made during February, March, and

April only (which covered mostly services provided during the period January-
March). Under these limitations, it turned out that 99 percent of the payment.s
were for child foster care. The total amount éaid for that purpose during the
three months, for the cases in the project, was $102,L68.h9. This amount,

which corresponded to an estimated 416 case-months of foster care, was broken

- down in the agency's records into the following types of expenditures
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Room and board $85,731.96
Clothing 3,263.18 =
Incidentals 4,419.97
Gifts 20.00
Miscellaneous 9,033.38

Supplementary Data About Closed Cases

Reason for Case Closing. Only 372 of the 1682 cases were reported to

be closed as of the end of the project. In notable contrast to the rather
dismal picture presented earlier in this chapter on the subjject of success

or failure in the removal of barriers, the most frequently cited reason for
closing the case, reported for 38 percent of those closed, was "'goal achieved".
Nest most popular reason, in 17 percent, was "transferred to another worker",

& reason whose interpretation undoubtedly varies from case to case. Ten
percent closed because the client noved out of the county, another ambiguous
reason. Negative reasons for closing, "further service deemed ineffective"
and "client rejects service", appeared in 9 percent and 8 percent of the

closings, respectively.

Workers' Responses to Interview Questions. Workers were asked to make
several judgments about each closed case, some of them alluded to in the
first section of this chaptur. When asked, "Without services would condition
of life have improved, remained the same or degraded?", their replies were

distributed as follows:

Would have improved without services 2%
Improved because of services given 34%
Would have been maintained without services o4
Was maintained because of services given 6%
Deteriorated without services 305
Deteriorated even though services were given 3%

Agsked, "Was the outcome achieved by this client your agreed-upon

desired goal?", they responded:

123

»

.Eymr; W TR A NI MR W 0 N A TR TI RSO T L e aar T TN R TN P i (AL NS 6 MW A VY AT SR e e TR 0

RERLTRAA R S

|
|

. R4 et s e ey e ir

S T e e B e

1

¥

R YT A 2 TS TS, kD e 3

g

———

L A A § R

T e namare

|

AT ST T Ay -

R R S
fﬁ ) .
ks

e

R i

P A WA T W AP PN TC RODRIAI RS o R, R e T

R e B R T ki e it

Yes 6L%
No, did not achieve desired goal 13%
No, client & social worker never agreed on

goals ‘ 15%
Other responses %

In 82 percent of the closings, the workers felt that the length of

service was Justified by the outcome.,
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Chapter 6

RCEM UTILIZATION

This chapter presents the procedures and principles involved with

actunl utilization of the RCEM, Whereas Chapter 2 provides an indepth

and highly technical narration of the RCEM -~ itg input requirements, pro-

cessing logic, and output -~ in this chapter RCEM utilization is presented

yithin the context of an agency or organization. The first five utildzation

Bteps are actually preconditiong which must exist to allow for RCEM utili-

zation, and involve a commitment of the agency and appropriate decisions.

Step six 1s a joint effort involving both the manager aud analyst. The

uext two steps are the actual data processing which are the analyst's

responsibility, and the final two steps, using the RCEM output, are

the joint responsibility of manager and analyst,

In the second section of this chapter, four basic utilization principles

are presented and discussed. These principlues are essential *» any utili-
zation setting and actually determine many of the specific utilitzation

procedures for the RCEM.

Ut {lization Procedures,

1. Management first has to see the need for using relative cost~

effectivencss (RCE) information as the foundation for decision making. In

additidén, thig type of information has to be based on client experiences

Managers use a variety of justifications for making decisions, only

some of which are relevant. Although in theory all decisions should be made
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using appropriate information, in practice many decisions are made with
inadequate information or in response to pressures of the moment. In
virtually any area of decision making in an administration or bureaucracy,
many decisions are made as a consequence of political., social, or adminsis-
trative demands. In essence, the problem is often one in which the relevant

information suggests (or mandates) a decision that runs counter to what

may be politically expadient.

As a technique, RCEM can brovide decision makers with certain kinds
of information relating to cost, effectiveness, and client experiences.
Until a potential user of this information‘becomes committed to including
this type of information in his decision process, RCEM may be adopted but

not really used.

2. The agency must decide on ad hoc versus on-going, s.istemmatic

methods for collecting data to support RCE analysis.

A variety of information about rec%pients, services provided, delivery
processes, and client outcomes are required to form an adcruate data base
for effectiveness or cost-effectiveness analysis., The required data can
be collected on an ad hoc sample basis using interviews or case record
readers. Alternatively, sufficient daﬁa can be collected and maintained
systematically with a Social Services Information System (SSIS). Maiu
advantages of the former are: flexibility to orient data collection toward
current issues, and minimal demands on caseworker time and effort. Main
advantages of the latter are: analysis based on data from the full popu-
lation, the possibility of capturing case dynamics lost with point-in-time
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surveys, and the compelling fact that this

¢Ind of information 1s deemed

essentlial for managing and monitoring services.

3. Data gatherers have to be sufficiently motivated so that their
input to the information system 1s "clean data." If caseworkers, for
example, do not find their own rewards in gathering data, the validity

of the data may not be adequate{to_gqppo;giuseful RCE analysis.

It has been Unco's experience both in Minnesota and elsewhere that
information syatéms can be a significant means for caseworkersito express
themselves -- thedr successes, fallures, and frustrgtions. The system
can be designed for them to "tell their story" to magégement. Their input
1s further encouraged when they receive qualitative feedback from manage-
ment either through direct communication about their job situation, etc.
or through new procedure=, policles or programs. When sensing that.éhelr
input is seriously considered, caseworkers are more likely to fulfill their
role as data gatherers, Caseworker input may also result in petter mav.age-
ment and supervision and thus improve the agency's performance and efficiency.
Finally, the information system is more likely to succeed when the caseworkefs

themselves are involved in its comstruction, since they are likely to identify

with the system and regard it as for their own use.

Sample-based information gathering may use pédple whose only job is

to gather information. In this zase, the reward:%tructure is likely to be

based on éompleteness, efficiency, or accuracy of<%he data itself,

4., Case outcomes must be agreed upon, including estimates of their

relative effectiveness. The outcomes may be either generic or specific to
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the particular agency and its services, but they must be all-inclusive.

For short-~term evaluaticn (rather than evaluation using follow-up
measures), case outcomes provide one of the best indicators of effectiveness,
In order that they may properly.serve this function, the case outcomes must:

be stated in operational terms that everyone can understand, not have any

overlap among the outcomes, and include all posgible client impacts as a

result of receiving services.,

. The estimates of effectiveness are especially crucial, for they indicate

the consensus of participants as to which consequences are more desirable

or more closely fit the objectives of the agency. The comp#risons need not
be quantitative and may be stated in such basic terms as one outcome being

“better" than another.

5. Each data record should contain the following information for each
client:
e demography
@ services provided
. ® caseworker responsible for providing services
e problems/barriers to be overcome
® cost-related information

® case outcome

The first .four data elements enable the analyst to group. the data so
that ;gﬁlysis is responsive to the issues at hand. Since date is collected
on an individual basis, any issuesrelated to case demography, services

provided, the experience or qualification of cageworkers, or case problems
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can theoretically be resolved by forming appropriate groupings using these
data elements. An average effectiveness and an average cost can likewise

be determined for each group by virtue of the last two data elements.
éoet-reluted information includes measures of intensity of services provided,
caseworker salary, cost of purchased services, length of case and agency
financial records. These factors can be converted to per-client cost
estimates., (For States with an adequate SSIS, this process of estimating

case costs 1is also recommended for allocating social service costs for purposes

of Federal matching.)

6. Prior to actual analysis, the analytical objectives must be deter-
mined by a cooperative effort between the ménager and analyst. Cooperation
is necessary since the analytical objectives nust be converted into data

terms.

The first five steps in the utilization process are actually pre-
coditions. In other words, these are the conditions that must exist to
support RCEM analys’s., Essentially these are the responsil:ility of the
manager, Decisions have to be made as to whether RCE will be the basis

of decision making, whether data will be gathered systematically, etc.

In this step, the manager and analyst work together in converting the

manager's problems and issues into statements that can be responded to with

RCE analysis. In concert, the manager and analyst first prepare a problem

statement in systematic terms encompassiug as meny aspects of management
concern as practical within the system construct. The analyst must simul-

taneously consider the problem to be solved and the informaticnal aspects
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of the system (data, measures, analytic tools) available for preparing

a quick response. Thus, a strategy for the solution is "designed,"

As can be seen in Figure 6.1 on the following page, this interaction
betwuen the manager and the analyst is actually cyclical in which there
13 greater precision in each cyéle. Few problems can be solved strictly
on the basis of an initial design. Most problems require preliminary baseline
information and some require trial solutions azd re-runs prior to achieving
a final problem definition. Thus, the steps leading to successful analysis
of a problem are somewhat iterative and, to be effective, must be supported

by powexful computer techniques for performing data manipulation and analysis,

7. RCE analysis begins by grouping cases on file according to demo-
graphy, services, caseworker characteristics and/or client problem in
conformity to each issue at hand. Each group's outcomes and estimated costs

are then interpreted mathematically as zrn estimate of the effectiveness

produced per dollar spent.

Once a relevant data base has been establishec¢ and analytical issues
have been stated in data terms, RCE calculations can be performed. The -
results of aﬁalysis can be best expressed in relative terms of one group
comparad to another.  Absolute baselines are not only much more difficult
to establish but often are ir?elevant to the needs of decision makers who

are most concerned about facilitating the best trade between cost and

effectiveness.

An example of this analytic procedure is to identify the optimal

This is accomplished by grouping

.

.cageload (in cost-effectiveness terms).
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cases according to the primary service received and according to the average
caseload for each caseworker. RCE analysis can then pinpolnt for each type
of primary service the best trade-off between the size of caseload (as
expressed by associated costs) and the results of services (as expressed
in client outcomes). Following is a list of just a few of the many issues

that can be addressed using this analytic procedﬁre:

o impact of staff development

o optimal experience and education for caseworkers
by service area

e effect of racial homogeneity between caseworker and
client

® RCE of local offices
o RCE trends from one year to the next
¢ RCE comparison between direct and purchased services

o variation in outcome achievement of clients
according to age, race, and sex

® variation in difficulty of overcoming different
problem areas or barriers

-

8. The actual grouping of case records and calculating cost-effective-

ness ratios and probabilities is done through computer processing.

Though there are several Steps involved with the computer processing,
there are two major phases: data preparation through grouping case records

and subsequent: cost-effectiveness analysis., The former is not a function

.of RCEM processing, but rather it is accomplished by another computer program,

known as GFA (Generalized File Analyzer). In some ways the grouping procusé

is more difficult than the cost-effectiveness analysis, since it involves
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preparing the data for grouping, arbitrarily defining groups, and properly
aggregating cost and outcome data for each group. The GFA package enables
the analyst to specify groupings mnemonically, knowing the computer will
aggregate all the data properly and automatically interface with RCEM.

For example, to define a grouping which will rank local offices within

and across service areas, the following statement is presented to GFA

¢which in turn operates on the file):

#% RCEM COST, OUTCOME, SERVICE AREA, LOCAL OFFICE

1f this processing cannot be accomplished expeditiously, the analyst caunnot

provide decision makers with timely and relevant information,

RCEM itself is initiated with statements regarding the decision maker's
perceptions about the outcome categories. For example, if there are five
categories in rank order and (1) the third category can be assuued to be

at least twice as effective as the first and (2) the distance in effective-
ness between the fifth category and the fourth is greater than the distance

between the fourth and the third categories, then these perceptions would

-

be provided to the computer in the folluwing form:

E2 > El

E3 > E2

E4 > E3

E5 > E4

E3 > 2 * El

E5 ~ E4 >E4 - E3

These statements along with the grouped data are analyzed mathematically,

in accordance with the formulas presented in Chapter 2, to derive the output

rankings and probability assessments.
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9. RCE output is analyzed and becomes the basis for policy and opera-
tional decisions. The decisions which are formulated are made within the
range of feasible alternatives (determined by external factors such as

budget, legislation, and time constraints).

As an analytical technique to assist managers in making decisions,

RCEM is based on four assumptions:

1. Decision makers do not deal only in absolute terms.

Rather, their main concern is on the relative comparison
of one alterpative to another.

2, Information used by management must be produced in 2
timely fashion. Long-term or follow-up studies may be
useful, but for daily decision makii ., the information
has to be more immediate.

3. The focus of information must be on the persons receiving
services.

4. Managers are more concerned with effectiveness of
services in terms of client impact than with frequency
counts of service activities. (The latter are useful
only as they relate to client impact.)

Based on these assumptions, the RCEM technique has severdl practical

applications for administrators in solving policy, programmatic, and

operational problems. The information required by, and the output from,

RCEM 1is readily comprehended by managers, who play an active role in 1its
application. By collecting data during the process of providing services
(rather than follow-up information), the manager has analytical results
at the time when they are most needed and relevant., 1In this fashion,
administrators are able to make important decisions without having to

wailt until a program has begd completed.

There are at least three major applications of the RCEM technique in
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program and service evaluations, Altogether, these represent a broad
range of capability for identifying relatively poor or successful delivery
systems and thelr trends over tiﬁe, either at the local office level or

in summary terms.

Cross-0ffice Analysis., Two or more offices, within any service area
can be compared and ranked by RCEM. There are many uses of c¢f{ice rankings,
but the main point is that overall improvement in efficiency is accomplished
by sensing and correcting offices with poor performance while encouraging
successful offices. Cross-office comparisons in the form of cost-effective-

negs rankings are useful to gulde management in this endeavor.

Trend Analysis. An office's current and past pa2rformance are com:ared

to determine its cost~elfectiveness trend over time. This type of analysis
is,pogsible only for programs with an established information system which
can support the evaluation. Trend znalysis has such potential value fo:
management that it may be more pertinent to the management process than

cross~office anaiysis. .

Aggregated Analysis. 7Two or more offices within a service area may

be agpregated to form a hypothetically larger grouping for summary analysis.
Also, population subgroups can be aggregated across offices for analytic
purposes. Ae with other RCEM applications, the capability to perform

this kind of analysis depends on the existing information system, and the
analysis can satisfy information needs at different levels of management.

Aggrepgation is often necessary to produce a more stable
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analysis of overall trends and to obtain State and regional comparisons.

10. The consequences of decisions based on RCE analysis are monitored

through further data collection and sabsequent RCE analysis.

~ The way in which RCE fits into the ongoing decision-making system is
depicted in Figure 6.2, All of the information required for each of the four
inputs 1s obtained and subsequently analyzed by RCEM,* which produces two
types of indicators: the expected differences between alternatives and the
risk or confidence in choosing one alternative over another. This output,
in combination with other available information, assists management in
making and implementing decisions that have subsequent impact on RCEM inputs
and future analytical objectives. Th. continual feedback on individual
clients supports more accurate program and policy decisions since they are

based on the observed results of recent decisions and actions.

Utilization Principles

1

As a result of the experience in lemonstrating the RCEM in a State
agency setting, we have come to understand some of the dynamics involved
in utilization of new techniques. In particular, we encountered some
difficulties at the beginning of the three-year Minnesota project which
subsequently led to a project ammendment focusing directly on the utilization

problems. Known as CMUTR (pronounced as "commuter')#%* this six-month study

*A more detailed representation nf the RCEM analysis was presented as
Figure 6.1,

**Communication Model for the Utilization of Technical Research (CMUTR);
Project Number 11-P-57111/5-02 (as amended); a Minnesota Demonstra..on Project
funded by Department of Health, Education, Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation

' Services Administration, Office of Research and Demonstration. Completed

on June 30, 1972,
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exanined the communication aspects involved in research utilization with
RCEM as the example, The CMUTR gtudy involved three States (Minnesota,
Washington, and Coloradc), each of which was at a differént point of
involvement in demonstrating the RCEM. Subsequent to the CMUTR study,
Unco lias been continuing with the Colorado Department of Social Services
as a testing ground for the major CMUTR findings *%* Mény of the findings
from the CMUTR study and the CMUTR study and the experience in Colorado

are incorporated in this discussion.

In reviewing the process and conditions for successful research utili-
zation, most of the findings and experience can be synthesized into four
underlying principles. The process of using new research must essentia’ly
be (1) user-initiated in which (2) the user's needs and the potential
solution are matched with increasing precision over time., The two major
conditions that support the process include (3) a minimum level, type,
and quality of communications between the user and research groups, and
() a final solution that réquires the mimimum possible .‘hanges on the part
of the user's organization. The following is a more complete summary of
these four utilization principles. It should be noted that these are
hardly all-inclusive; but, for purposes of this discussion, these are among

the most fund .mental principles relating to using technical research.

Utilization Principle #1. Both the need for, and use of, technical

***Thy Extension & Testing of Communicatlon Concepts in Research Utilization;
Project Number 11-P-57311/8-01. A Colorado Demonstration Project funded

by the Department ¢f Health, Education and Welfare, Social & Rchabilitation
Services Administration, Office of Research and Demonstration. In progress.
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research and development must be primarily self-initiated. Though other
people can have a significant role in thé ugilization process, it 1s the
user's responsibility to make all key decisions. The role of outside agents,

such as consultants, is essentially catalytic,

New methodologies, techniques, and other forms of technical research
and development may be adopted by an agency for several reasons. For
example, an evaluation tool such as RCEM may be adopted on the basis of
migsinformation regarding its purposes, capabilities, and usage., Research
packages may also be adopted (without necessarily being used properly) for
migdirected reasons such as prestige or "empire-building." In some cases
adopting a new technique is done only through higher-level pressure or man-
date to do so.

These last two reasons for adoption often occur when Federal

funding carries the burden of demonstration costs.

When a new technique is adopted for the above reasons; the actual
value or appropriateress of the technique to the adopting agency is left
to chance. That is, the correctness of the decision is ncs known and the
reagons for the decision are not necessarily valid. If from first exposure
to final implementatinn the only reason for using a new technique is a
begrudging response to a national mandate, it is not likely that the new
technique will be used to ite fullest potential. A mandate can provide the
initial impetus to stimulate an agency into seeking out new methodologies,

but thereafter the real functioning of the new technique must be the basis

for decisions as to implementation.

At the outset of the Minnesota project, little attention was devoted
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to this crucial area of research utilization. It was assumed that manage-
ment would immediately apply needed information to the decision-making
process., As it turned out, management was reluctant to incorporate exter-
nally-generated information into its decision making process. (It was
subsequently found in the CMUTR study that this is typically the case.)
In particular, management was especially slow to use the new type of

information provided by RCEM analysis.

As this resistance became evident during the project's first year, 'n.o
began to address the problem through training and workshop programs. At
first it appeared that the problems could be dealt with through briefings
ané training sessions using step-by-step procedural explanations, diagrams,
etc. Our belief was that as soon as all the aspects relating to the RCEM
were explained, the methodology would then be readily accepted by manage-

¥

ment. The concept of cost-e®fectiveness analysis ig intuitivoly acceptable
since it deals with delivering the services with best returns for the money
spent. Houever; when manage:;s are exposed to the underlying sciences of

measures, statistics, and computerized Eechniques, cost-effectiveness becomes

surrounded with confusion. Drawing too much attention to the technical

details is self-defeating.

Following this failure Unco tried another method of presentation through
analytical briefs. Each brief was devoted to a particular problem in which
the issues were presented with accompanying analytical results. This

technique also failed, perhaps due to the heavy reiiance on technical written
communications.,
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These failures heightened the concern about utilization problems which
in turn led to the CMUTR and Colorado studies. As a consequence of this
subsequent work, it appears that management must go through a problem-
solving approach to understanding its own problems, matching problems with
solutions, testing the match, and finally implementating on a full-scale
basis. At each major point, management is responsible for making decisions
to progress further, and .these decisions obviously should be based on

sufficient, valid information about the solution's usefulness,

Everyone uses this approach in a modified and iess formal way for
dealing with all iypes of problems. Initially, problem~solving is done
internally, and a person only looks outside himself when special resources
or skills are needed. Likewise, with organizational problems an agency
will turn to specialized resources aund talents outside the organization,
when needed. Regardless of the existencé of outside involvement, the same
steps or procedures are used. It has béen our experience that consultants
should perform as catalysts for internal action, within the agency, or as

special resource persons responding to the specific agency needs.

Utilizatvion Principle #2. The articulation and matchin; of needs and

solution is an evolving, cyclical process that becomes more precise as time
passes. The difficulty of precise matching is a function of the complexity

and uniqueness of the needs,

In the case of research‘ﬁtilization, and in our particular experience
with RCEM, the associated needs and problems are extremely complex. In
part, this is inevitable since the needs relate to an agency which itself
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is complex. Consequently, the problem of developing information to be
used by decision makers in the agency also is complex, due to the variety
and nature of the decisions to be made. A policy decision, for example,
will have an impact on many aspects of an agency's functioning and there-
fore should be made on a fairly broad base §f valid information. This
particular need for information cannot be met with a simple solution to
;eet the overall information needs for many major decisions; the solution

will therefore be correspondingly more complex.

There are perhaps two levels of developing a solution to meet a set-
of needs. The first level is to develop the technique itself in particular
response to the needs at hand. This typlcally is the case in which the
needs are unique and therefore no previougly developed solutions are
applicable., The sccond level begins with certain basic tools and techniques
that have already been developed and proéeeds to tailor thelr application
to the present needs or problems. The actual technique remains rnchanged;
it is the way in which it Is applied tnat must be matched with the needs.
Operating from this second level of matching need and solution ruquires

existing techniques that have sufficient flexibility to be adapted uniquely

4

to each situation. A

In the case of solving menagement information needs with the RCEM
analytical technique,ithe matching process is unquestionably cvolutionar&.
The needs for information are extremely complex and the-RCEM has been
aegigned to maintain maximum flexibility. In virtually every application
of the R.EM, theré has been at least one jreliminary matching prior to

final problem resolution, and often there have been several preliminary
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cycles. In each phase the needs are more precisely defined, the information
input is more adequately structured, and therefore the RCEM analysis is
more responsive. This process has been described as both evolutionary

(in which at the outset both the problem and solution may be stated only

in vague or approximate terms) and cyclical since in each phase the same

steps are taken but with increasing accuracy or precision.

Utilization Principle ##3. Several minimum conditions must exist to

support adequate communications regarding the use of any new technique.
Without proper communications it is considerably less likely that the

new technique will be used properly, if at all,

The essence of the communication problems center on the fact that
technical resedrch is being applied to meet management's needs. Partici-
pants in the utilization effort involve both technical and management
personnel. The differences in the ways that these two groups think and
cotmunicate manifest themselves in communication problems about the
searching, match’ng, testing, accepting, and implementing of a new technical
methodology. Management personnel includes all those persons directly
affected by the innovation, such as decision makers and supervisors, In
addition, the management group would also include those who would be divectly
affected by the declsions made in regard to the innovation and those who
(in the case of an evaluation tool) would provide input data. The technical
group could Include people both within and outside the agency. These
might be soclal scientists, computer science éersonnel, systems analysts,

statisticians, etc.
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In this era of technical sophistication, the gap between technical and
management personnel is a well-known fact. The problems are particularly
evident when the two groups must work together in implementing a technical
solution in a mon-technical setting. The two primary areas of communication
are in the initial conceptual understanding of the principles underlying
the technical solution (anc how these match the extant problems) and an
understanding of how to deal with the technical innovation (input preparation

and output interpretation).

As can be seen in the RCEM procedures for utilizatilon, there are
several points of interaction between technical and management people. Each
of the first group of steps, the prr-conditions, has some technical aspects
or implications which would likely involve management interaction with tech-
nical people. Problem definition and establishing analytical objectives
are perhaps the most difficult interaction settings. Finally, interpreting
the analytical output requires (at least at the outset) somé involvement by

technical people.

The communication problems actually ceAter aroudd differences in
conceptualization and language.* When each group is given the same problem
to solve, technicians are more likely to regard the problem and its solution
as a technical matter, whereas management people are more likely to-view
the ma;ter in non-technical terms. Even if there is no difference in the

conceptualization about a problem and its solution, the ways in which these

*Tt is generally agreed among linguists that language affects conceptuali-
zation which in turn reinforces specialized language development.
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groups express themselves is likely to differ extensively. The jargon,
actual content, and philosophicui variations are sufficiently different
that for our purposes they may as well be considered as two separate

languages.

As the most important minimum communication condition that must exist,
the presence of a "common language' or “translators" who are knowledgeable
in both areas in large measure will detérmine the success of implementing
a‘téchniaal solution in 2 management setting, regardless of the innovation's
worth, Ih any individual communication situation between a member from
each of these two major groups, one or the other must be "bilingual" if
communications are to succeed. If this does not exist, a third party
should be available who would act as translator between these two groups.

It would be safe to say that the success of interaction is directly a

function of the presence or absence of “bilingualism."

There are several secondary, yet still important, communication
conditions that are needed to improve the likelihood of successfully
implementing and using a technical innovation:

® Networks must exist for decision making and communications (both
formal and informal) about the new technique.

® There should be enough variety in the communication media and
channels so that a particular medium can be properly selected
according to the nature of the message and the people involved.

® Feedback is essential to improving the success of each step toward
implementing and using an innovation. Too often, for example,
communications go from the top down through an agency's structure
without enough feedback coming back up,

® A high volume of messagés should be avoided, since receivers
increasingly tend to disregard the messages and rely more on
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informal sources. Conflicting information coming from multiple

sources ruins the credibility of other communications within the
systemn,

Utilization Principle #4, Complexity of the user system's response

to a new methodology {is negatively related to the likelihood that the

innovation will be accepted, implemented, or properly used. As the system's

response to the innovation becomes increasingly complex, the probability

of utilization decreases.

Though perhaps less vital than the other principles, user responsive~-
ness is, nevertheless, a critical factor in the probability of utilization.
Known as "user packaging," a technical solution should be designed to

minimize the demands on the user system.-

There are several factors that constitute the complexity of the user's
response. A technical solutivn, to the extent feasible should be:

® comprehensible -~ Management should be able to understand the basic
Principles of the solution ana the solution's output

e timely -- A new methodology must ‘be able to function within the
time limitations or needs of the management,

o efficient -~ The expense of using the innovatioh (for cxample, data
gathering) should be relatively low compared to its benefits.

e compatible -~ Using the innovation sﬁould not disturb the function-

ing of the agency. (The results, however, may have a strong impact,
particularly in the case of an evaluation methodology.) ‘
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INTRODUCTION TO PROCEDURES AND INSTRUCTIONS

For {1he past two years, Mimnesota has been involved in a project Lo
i of social servicus. rojcct

develop a method of measuring cost-effect ivenas:
sed case recerds in severul

staff members have been extracting data from clo
agencies.

At the current stage of this development we would like the sucial work-rs
to particivate in the data collection effort {hrough recording cane inTorsie. ion
and activities on an on-going basis as pert ol their normal recording procelares.
Towards this end, the project staffl iu assuming responsibility for transferring
information from existing recording forms Lo allevizie much of the burden placed
on the social worker in participating in 8 pilot project. The resulis cf this
pilot project will surely be enhanccd by having selecled social workoers record
information on their current cascload.

Three forms are to be used in gether ing information. torm 1 registers the
family, identifed dependents, and identit.co demographic characteristice. Foxmt 2
records initiabion of case activity, defi.es pouls, and further identifies Lhe
primary client's reeds and the social worhert's plan of action. 11 deseribes the
problem areas and barriers to be overcomc in aiding the client and the metheds

by which this could be achieved. Fomm 3 is on on—going tolly of waseworker

activity of provision of services against the barricrs ide.ibiffed in Form .

ent developments din 0SA (Community Services
eapvices data will note that our cutegorivs
siohent with COA's.

Thosn of you familiar with curr
Administration) for reporting of social
of goals and barriers, for extrple, are £an
information guthered by sorial
turn Lo the cuzoeworkers infocmation

interested in social worker
A variety of anzlybical tacks
the measurss which arc contaired

One of our objectives is 1o process the
workers participating in the project and to re
on a case-by-case basis. We will be particularly
yreaction to receiving this type of infor:alion.
will be conducted in order to test the value of

3n all of the forms. _
Ultimately, we hope to be able to identify the services and activities that
n should help social workers to do their

are most cost-effective vhich in tur
work most efficiently.

Thank you for your cooperabion.
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PRUJSEST MAIUL L {nevased April 1, 1973)

1. PuOCcEDUwsS TU By FOLLO- D 8Y SuclAL W Ouluils IN U ING
FOMS 1, 2, AND 3

FouM 1; FAMILY LNFOHMATION

~10

Hennepin County wocial workera f111 out Form 1 evary time they take responsibility

for a case not previously in a project worker's caseload, sad for xll their cases
ag of Octooer 16, 1472.

In Ramsey County, Morm 1 duta will be extracted from the wI3 computer file.

Fori 21 INFOQATLON ABOUT icicliARY CLIKNT

-2

Thias form records information on the urinary client wnd epecifics a time~limited
plan for wocial servicez.

Social workers conplete & rorm 2 for each of their existing cases and for each
cagy opening wufter the start of the atudy.

This should be done as soon @ feauible
aftor receiving 4ne case.

If yuu provide some service to & new cuwe but do not
knnw enough ahout the cawe to make » wortiwhile rervice plwn, list tho case

name, case number, end [a-ily mewber nurber) on Foiw 5 and report the service
given, then submit « Form 2 as moon 48 powsible thersafter.

Lo P SN LY S S R

& new Form 2 should be provared and eubzmitted whenever & major change iw to' b«
made, such ¢ chasnging a "Desired Goal", changing & client name or address,
receiving a client 1ato vour caselead by transtf'er trow sncther project worker,
or deleting & momber from « family group wnich haa bsen trvated as a single
primary olient. Update co,ies of Form 2 wnould chow the cuse identification
number, all family membsr numbers in the primery client group, the sozia!
wocrker number, and only the changes in other iteme. If reporting the transfer

of a cusafrom another pro sct participaut, show the social worker numbers of
both workers involved.

LS

SEEEARR

IS T

T

FORM 3: SOCIAL aurib:t ACTIVITY ON BRHALY uk CLIKNTS

=300

e

" This famd collects current inivinetion ou wocial workser activity regardang

each case, updates tha wervice plun, updatea client status with respect to
goals and parriers, and shows cuse closings.

A
PR
———

Social workers record all client and colluteral contacts, their location, thelr
langth, and their purpose on Form 3. At the end of the mokth, théy record each
client's current condit.on of life, the wtatus ol each barrier, and reasons tor
any case closings during the just-finished month.

Ewcs month social woskers receive new Form 3's based on previously reported case
information.

SUBMITTING FORMS TO Thik PRUJrCH QFFICE

400

Forms 1 and 2 should be prupaf.d %henevar a case is opened or reotened, and
submitted before the end of the month, il possible. Foram 2 updatss should bs
submittod wrenever needed. Form 3's, wnich should ve completed continuaily,

are due no later thun the 7th of the following month. New clients whould be
written on rorm 3 by hand.
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II. JINSTRUCTICNS AND DEFTHITIONS FOR COMPLETING
FORMS 1, 2, and 3

FORM 1: FAMILY INFORMATICN

Jdentifying and Geographical Information

County of service ("Co.")

27 Hennepin

62 Ramsey )
; sr (“"Case No.C") . . .
CaseEgtzgpzhg gix—digit case number (which may be a family ngmb?i{d
assigned by the county weliare ageney. In the sp?ce"de51§?atﬁe
ngt. enlor the check digil, if eny. Tor gmnsey‘CASga,fogl;win'
family code (A,B, or C) which appears on Forn RCW 123 fo ing
the case nunber.

amily last name ) . - -
d Eiter the surname of the head of tbe famx%y yhoac meTgels.zzig )
on this form. Any other surnames in the Tamily may be writle:

3 i - if the primary ciient has a diffen
this gpace also. In particular, if the prinary

e

% in Lhis sep zlong with
ent supnane, be surc to write that surnom? 1n.LhJJ spgce, ?} ?gf{neg
surnarc. he family head. (The tewn pramavy client is deline
the surnane of the fami

in II-223) A "family" is defired as in Kinnesola's ”iﬁmﬁgnﬁgkab—
ilitation Method. That definition, quotel from tneriﬁc :;“&cp;rt
appears below. However, if it has been found ne?egjﬁt,will ope
frem this definition in & partmculgr casc, Lhi pioﬂza chovén s
whatever grouping of indivicduals the local agency 5 chos
designate as a niaml Ly'. ,

.

init: "family" L

Defl;iz*g:sii case u%it is that person or cgnstc%¢3t102 ?itzifiZ?:tod
whose social functioning shquld bz consldeyea ?§ a ‘“ds tne}e
whole that ds, the dissmostic Sid Lot io A antly consists of

oth family and non-famlly case Wi A Y consis
:ﬁi gr more peisons related by birth, mariligu, 3§m;§;P;2:Se¥ZO
usually reside together in a common housﬁg?‘ :Léil Ly e e
physically absent from the homeL but 1e$tf*alJ“;mil; P o o
faﬁily are considered 25 purt ol Eho Oflblq ’1v' E*;ardless of
family members legaliy sepizizggoirgma:hgaizm;f‘ihe&gr‘ginél O e
real 5 no longer cursluered 4as : he origlis e

322;?62i3t;} :ﬁiy conti;ue to recelve serv1c?z from the reporting
agency, are considered as a separate casc unib.

Some examples of situations where all persons sndicaled would be part

3 1 ~ hi o res e
of the same case unit are as follows:

S A et 2114, children
1. Idult married couples, living vith pamarried adult children.
o & 4

2, Adult siblings 1iving tesather.

i L » n of vhom arz iiving in 8
3. Adult marricd couples, con2 or both © g

mursing home. ] ) ‘ ‘
L. A single adult and a wirer c§1ld or‘c1%{d1(n.
5. A married coupla and thelr minod children.
. o

~100
-110

=111

=112

-113

~114

e o
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6. -Persons in penal or mental institutions and their families as
long as tliey are legally still nart of the family.

7. Children in foster care aml Lheir orizinal fumilies as ltng
as parental rights have nct be terminated,

Some examples of constellations of persons who would be considered as
morc than one case unit are:
1. An unwed mother and her child still residing with her parents
would be considered as tuo cas. units,
2. An aged couple residing witn chi’ lren who have minor children
of their own - this wculd be {wo case units.
3. Divorced or egally separatced family heads would be two case
units il both parties were still receiving agency service.
ho Families with children where parcental rights have been
terminated —- the ramily and the children would be separate
units,

Service worker ("Service wkr.')
Enter the name and 1denulf1catlon nunber of the service worker
responglible for this cise. Five digits are permitted; theraslore,
if the worker identification murber c.ntains fower thzn five digits,
annex zeros et the beginning. (For example, worker number 23 would
be writico as 00023.)

Census tracl ("Census tr.')
From the Consus Track Zook, obtain the tract number corresponding
to the fanily's address. This is o fire-digit number.

Residence (city size)
Checose the code that corresponds to the family's address.
In SKSA County (/okn, Clavy, Dazota, lHenueoin, Olmsted,
Romoev, 9. Loulsy, ov Wisiinoion!

1. In cily of 250,C30 to 500,000
2. In city of less than 250,000:
3. Not in ciiy limiteg
In any other counly
4. C(ity or more than 2,500
5. Cily of less than 2,500
6. Farm
7. Rural non-farm
8., Not in Minnesota

St. Paul or I'innrapolie
any other city in an SKSA »ounty

Family Compusition

Fer . member number ("FM ilo.")
© =ily mecber numbers Q1 and 02 are used for nale and femsle heads
. & househald, respectivaly. Fomily member nenbers for children
are sequenced from ¢ldest to youngest beginning witn family member
* number 03, etc. .

lLast name, first, initial
Limited to a total of 19 letters
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PROJECT MANUAL -
E Relationsnﬂp Lo head of household (“"Rcl. HH") -123
1. Child of this marriage (also child of dlvorccd parent who
' has not remarricd)
.E Child of previous marriage:
v 2. of male head
3. of female head
;L . Tilegitimate child:
4. of male head
5. of fcmale head
&, Other mlative (except married son or daughter)

Berd B

g

e

e S &

o8 el imed

7.
8.
9.
0.

Marricd son or duaughter
Foster or substitute head
Famalc head

Male head

Codcs 7 through 0 apply to the head of the houschold. Codes

through & apply to the children in ihe houschold.

is

child are coded 8.
already set up that way; i.e., if the child is in long-lewn focter

is

The only oxceptlon
in a foster care case when both the hcad of the household and the
This exception should be used orly if the case

care and Lhe worker who completes Ferm 1 puts the child and his foster
perent on the form together, rather than the child and his natural
parent.

08
09
10
11

20

arrangement ("Liv. arr.")

Hursing home (Skilied nursing home or ICF I)

TB sanatorium

State mental hospital

Medical hospital

Maternity hospital

Board and care home for adults (ICF II)

Licenucd boarding home for children

Adoptive home : ,
Home of son or daughter ’

Home of other relative .
Home of non-relative (I»ard and room, or room only)

Other institution providing special services

21 Minor child not living in the household
23 Military service
2, Adult foster home

30 In own houme
31 Hot known to agency

Status of naturel father ’"Fatner") (Omit this column if children are - ~125
not involved)

O O EWN

Dead
Incapucitated :
Divorced or legelly scparated
Separated without court decrecc
Descrting

Not married to mother

- Imprisoned

Abscnt for other reison
In hoine- not incupucitéted 156

A ey 5D 4 s TP

5P e s AU '22;.7.-,‘, ok ipe ik om0 D oStk 2 it e Bl R A oy 40t L DO




Al Y \
\ \ 3 \ . . \
f g BT 5, v L.
» E &
PROJECT MANUAL } :
S : t . ':{ EuuJECT HANUAL (Revised April 1, 1973)
v ' " , ’ « .
Race and Sex ('RS") -126 E : FURNM 2: _INFO:WaTIUN asOUT s ilniRY CLIENT (See I~200) -200
- Khite Nepro Indian Other Unknown w ; ) l I, ~ . _
vales 1 & 5 L 5 . | \ Identifying and Csographicul Information 210
. Female: 5 6 7 8 9 I j i ".‘. l County of service ("Co.") -211
. ) ) + - 27 Hennepin
Years of schooling ("Yrs. sch.”) (Gmit for children still in school) -127 . 62 Rmnog
01-12 Grades 1-12 : T '
- ,}1’3 Ereshman year in college or first year of vocational school N A ] Cace number ("Case No. C") : -212
," 1: (‘;oPl,]Oi‘:‘ore year in college or second yuiw of vocational scheol ' t b Enter the six-digit case number ussigned by the county welfure agency. In the
lg pun:}o' year : space designated "C", enter the chsck digit, if any. For ramsey cuues, onit the
/ o wenior year : . I A ' family code (A, B, or C) wnich aypears on Form Kin 125 following lhe case numver.
17 Graduate, or post-graduate studies ' ® :
. - Fanily last neme -213
Birthdate ~~ month, day, year =128 I : Enter the surname of ths heud of the family. Aleo, if the primary client (det'ined
n

2 digits, 2 digits, 3 digits. Example: ¥arch 7, 1898 = 03 07 89¢ below) has a different surname, writs his surname in this space.

Action (Date _/ _/ ) -130 "%

1 S‘om"t,: Case is z2lready in the case load and this form is being
completed in order to get the informaiion into the project.

Cross-reference ~214
Leave this space blank unless there is a closely related cuse to which it would
"~ be helpful tc oross-reference this form. In that event, enter the case number
of the related cese here,

Zd 4 &

xy
2 N_ew: Services are being provided to¢ this family for the Tirst g :
time, - I' 8ervice worker no. =215
3 Regpen: Client has received services which vere terminated, and : ‘ tnter the identification number of the sevvice worker rosponsible for this case.
now services ar2 being initiated wgeds. _'E _ Five digity are permitted; therofore, 1f the worker identificetion number con-
L Add.information: For adding inforwation to that which hos @t . 1 tains fower tham five diyite, ennex zeros at the beginning.
préviously been raported. &
5 Corrcct information: For correcting erroncous information, cr o Primary clisnt's address (Ramsey may omit this) -216
for updating information previously rcported. E , ',_ " Enter the streot number and street name {(meximun of )J characters), city and
6 New plan: Do nob use this response on Form 1. It is iatended for N { ' l state {19 churacters), and zip code (5 aigiias) of the place im which the primary
use on Form 2. ' “p i ¢lient is living. .
7 New eventual goal: Do not use this respouse on Form 1. It is } ? ’ ‘ -
intended for use or Form 2. b E Congresaional district ("Cong.") 2 Y
8 Informstion and reterral only: Use this'if I & R services are the ‘ Enter the Congressional céstrict in which the primary clieat lives.
- only services being given, 1o % Anoke County or suburban Hennepin County
9 Closc: Usc this code only if the entire fomily case is being clouud. ‘.1 : E 4 Ramsey County or washington County
' 5 City of Minneapolis
- %
1 G o Information sbout Primery Client, Service Eliribility -220
o : \ 'x’ Application date {Boet guess) : ' =221
j Enter the dute on the Application for Social Service which is the starting po;nt
. “ I of this service case. :
w . t ] .
1 Acceptance date (Umit if not readily available) _ _ -222
i 9! - ‘Enter the date on which the decision wus made to accosat the service applicatiun.
v’ . ! (Probably s«me as upplication date in most iustances. .
TE ;
. -4 . I
o ) f! .
il - l
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“ PHUJECT #ANUAL (Revised April 1, 19/3) e *i g ?{3
; . . <Y PROJECT MANUAL .. Revised 12/72
“ g Client{s) incluaed in the case shown on this form =223 - i “ ) R
: Indicate whether the primury client is to be an incividual adult, wn individual ] i P
- child, or « temily group. = L 3 ke Under doctor's care ("Dr") 225,
* A , = Codes are printed near the right-hand sidc of the form. Write ' )
o Usually the primury client will be one person who has apjlied fir service or hus *'i . B the code in the proper space. e
. - ’ had an application filed feor him (&8 in the case of « chilu or mentally disabled o e ‘3 o 1 Yes. Use this answer only if the individual raulerly secs a
- peraun). A family group nay be trested &s a primary client if «ll ite meambers ; N\ = physician for some purpose other 1*an prevenlive chrvi-ups.
: huve the suzoe barriers, thie came service goals, and ure to be provided souciul - L \ g 2 No
1 nervices under the aswmpe service plan. (J'or instunce, a group of children from \‘\ o "'f,z
| one family ull receiviug protective services for neglect might be treated as one . BN i K Spouse in home ("Sp") ~225.0,
primary clieic, providing they were all receiviny ine aane services.) . % Cedes are printed near {he right-hand sidc of the forn.
, ‘ ‘ . “1 | .: 71 1 Yes. This client and his or her s ouse live Logether.
Lo ! If at all pessible, avoid using a group ot persons as a primary client. Use of a -l 1 ég 2 No. This clicnl has a spouse but thoy are nol liviv+ under
/ weparuts Morm 2 for each individual is wuch better, even when the same poals and 3 the samc roof. This may- meon that they cre separatod or it
. plan apply to all. PFor a given family, do not show more tuun one wulti-person ~s #j may mean thal the svouse is in an Sistitubion.
: group &8 & | rimary clivnt, Alco, do not show wny 1amily mesnber ou nore than one I 1’: gg 3 No spouse (USO for child or for Si'-‘;’,lC‘ widowed, or divorcad
‘\ ¥orm 2 (i.e., do not show « child &% &n individual prazary client on one Fornm 2 - X b adult) : ' '
and ag @ purt of a fanily group on another Form 2.) . ! 4 Inapplicable. Use this code if the client is in an instiiulion
oA , g SR or in comnunity-based care rather ‘hen in a home.
. \ Reason for rejection -224 . g
\ \ If the service ajpliculion was rejesteu, circle cns of the codes to tell why. ] Soeial Security number 225,75
\ \ ; :0': lﬁ“~'§iln county. A, plicant hud wrong wellurs depsricent. "i N\ n; Entce the 35A account number of the client, if readily available, '
o b ot eligible. 34 ;
. % Desired scrvicc_ not availu-i.)l-\ Yrom apgency, and tne agency rgjoctu Fho application " AN ) o Basis of eligibility for federally-matchable service : -226
v rather thun retf'er the wjplicant to another provicver of services while kee.in; tue ‘“ - Bencath this heading arce two questions. In combination, the answers
R ca.ie oporl. ) ‘ ] , . RS Lo these questions will show whebther the client is eligible ander
\ "} Service dewirea not wvwiluble in coumunity. . - Ry Title IV-A or undzr one of the adult categorics For social aorvices
\ g SZ;Yicﬁﬂsgfi;;‘;d rofused by client. - partially nadd for with federal funds.
‘& d I8 . < . D :
A\ Prizary cliont(s) : 225 J E » l Recipiency status. Circle one of ihe codes. ] . w2262
) Following tnis heading tnere wre gseveral ﬂuestions.‘ Fill in answ.rs for each -1 ‘ . | 1 Current. Currently receiving, or currently cligible for OLA, AFDC
pergon for whom you enter x family me:oer numover (/). Lo not put ir more tuan ; l iB, Ao, er Mo 8, ) )
i; " ﬁgiclﬁ:?za:?g:: 'l“r‘lm‘::‘rt‘i;::i—- you ind:cated "Mumily" in vaction 1I-2235 above. 2 Former. ilas reczived OAA, AFDC, AB, or AD wilhin the , rovious two
k - L0, -‘} ; ) vyears, and mects stardard in Pubiic Wellare tianual V-2321.
: ’ i Potential. Likely to be eligible Zor CAA, AFDC, AR, or 4D within
X Heulth stutus ("1_11‘2}1") - ‘ =225.2 - : \’}s ? five yecars, and m}ce‘bs standa%ds in PWM ‘.’-—5.321. o
! . itacord your judgment ©:r the priuary clieut's healtn status by writing one of i L None of these ‘
\' y the codes given below in Lue proper box. Use cxcellent anc Good fur persons for "1 ’] * ’ )
’, \ L e . 3 B . . L . i
v ] ;hgx;czxilsgxt‘x eciive med.cul cure is neenovd «ad wno are not uncer u doctor's cure. . ‘g I Assistance category ("Asst. category") 2265
- £
j :ﬁ:i: ‘ . A person currently receiving GR or Child Welfare Assistance, bul who
A Poor i) ! I is a former or potential recipient of federelly-matched assistance,
s i : i should be coded accordins to the cotegory of federal assistorce, Thus, 2
) i ! person currently receiving GR but mcoting the definition of o potential
U i x OAA re_acipicnt should be coded 1 in this guestion and 3 in th. vreceding
.. | . : question,:
. il { 1 OAA
- i i . i 2 AFDC (reguler AFDC) -
‘ E; 3 AFDC-UI (AFDC tor children of unomployed falhers)
' ) i L LPDC-IG (AFLC for children in foster care)
« j . 159 3 \ - g 5 KB -
N ; ‘ 6 AD '
. 7 Pmerg. test. (Emergeicy Assistance)
} § ' ‘3 '8 KA (Since this 13 net printed en the fers, pleise write it if ueCeNyury. )
. i 160
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PRAUTCT MANUAL (Revised April 1, 1975)

P T

Basis of non-eligibility for federally-mutchable service ~227

If the client iz not eliyible for federally-matchanle mservice (1.e., if you '
parked "none" under "recipiency status") anewer this question to show what kind
of masiwtance he currently receivesa.

1 GR

2 CW RHelief (Child Wolfare Assistance)

3 None of theso

Date to fiold (Ramaey may omit. L
Enter the date on which tnhe case was assigned to a t'ield worker.

Henaepin should record best guens‘) =228

Disposition (Hamsey may omit) -22%

If the case is beirg closed at this point, onter cne of the following codes:
Ol Service completed

03 Death

05 Koved

07 Voluntary withdrawal

09 Further service futile

11 Agency unable to provide aservice

13 Agency wservice not indicated

15 Service given by amotner zgency

17 Care asswned by parents or relativer
19 Caddd melf-mainteining

21 Child edopted

Problems, Goals

Special ursas

Thiv is & migcelluneocus laut of types of cases. Circle the codes for all tpat‘aro

applicable to the primury client currently. (Heanepin: Uss tug circles to indicate

the most important one.)

01 WIN

02 Vocational Rehabilivut.on.
for such services. )

03 Other vocational aservices

04 Unwed parent. A current problem, not a past event.

05 Migrant worker

06 Mentally retarded.

U7 Drug addiction

08 Alcohol addiction

03 Juvenile delinquency

10 Elderly (60 years or older)

11 Mentally 1)1

12 Phyuically disublod

15 Vieually hundicapped

14 Marital discord

15 State wurd (either comnitted as dependent/nsglected or as returded)

16 Protestion: wvoluntury. May apply to «n adult cr a child.

17 Protection: involuntury. MNay apply to an aduli or a child.

Currently receiving services, or being vreferred

Diagnosed by a prufessional compstent to maxe such a diagnos

4 - -
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Degree of dependemcy om fimamcisl aesistance .
% of total income thet is financial assistance: (Dinrcgard MA and food stampn)
O None. Client is not dependant upon financial agsistance provided by the wgency.
1 Assistance constitutes 1,6 to 254 of the client's total incuwe.
2 Assistance constitutes 26% to 5C% of his totwl incoze.
3 Assisteace conmtitutes 514 to 7hHu of his total iacome.
4 Assistance constitutes 76% to Y9p of his totsl incows.
5 Client's entire income consists of fimancial assistance provided by the agency.

"‘2320 1

Employmeat

"232 . 2
1 Client is employed full time
2 Client is employed part tine
3 Client has another type of employment, such as on-tne-jnb training, public
ssrvice employment ‘
.4 Client is not now emvloyed, but has completed trainiig and is job-roady
5 Clieat ia underpoing joo training, and is not employed
6 Client is unemrloyed but avle to #OrK, and none of tne above codes apply
7 Client is unemployavle wue to lucapacity, age, childrea in nhome, blindness,
or other legally prescribed staucard (includes children)
Level of functioning -252.3

1 Client requires intensive, immedidte services to prevent serious neglect
or abuse that may lead to death.

2 Client requires services to maintain current style of living. without such
services there couloc be severe co.asequences; 2ll alternatives aro umattractive.

3 Client requires services only internittently to deal with particular situastions
a8 they arise. This is not long~-term on-goin. service.

4 Cliont requires no services.

Liviag situation

If code 4, 5, or 6 i used, srite cpe of tus letters A~ immediately following

it, to show type of fucility. (See -£52.41.) Similarly, it co’* 7, 8, or 9 is

used, 1t should be imrediately tollowed by the letter Ny P, or K. (Seo —2j2.42.)

1 (Home) Client can fuaction iadependently within the neme. For childres,
this means functiosing at & level wupropriwte for their age. ’

2 (Home) Clieat is not totally inde¢.endent, oul requires sowe care from an in~-
dividuawl emd/or sociul services to remaia in the home. For childrea, this mouns
fumctionimg at a less-than-rormal leval for tneir ago.

3 (Homu) Clieat is totally dependent upon sn individual and/or social services in
order to remaim in tne home. For childrer, this mewns total dependency. (4
pornal mewoora chiid is coded 1, aot 3.)

4 (Community-based cure) Leaves the facility resularly (e.g., duily) for a
veriod of time unsupervised.

5 (Community-basod care) CUlient can leave Tacility occusionully, but usuaily
noeds some suporvision. -

6 (Community—bascd care) Cliemt is completely dependent on stuff supervision.

7 (Imstitutional care) Stable QIrraun; emer .

8 (Imstituti.nal cure) Arrangemecnt is in the trocess of becoming stabilized.

9 (Imztitutionul care] Unstuble arrunjement.

~252.4
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g we Bl PROTECT MANUAL (Revised April 1, 1973)
[ Condition of life =232 ., §
ot Coals are to be established for each primary client with respect to four dimen- § I Type of community-based care Tacility ~252.4)
- sions of bohavior:degres of dependexcy, employment, level of functioning (i.e., wi " 4 :{ A Half-way house
the extont of need for social services), and living situation. 4 rating scale _ % B Maternity home
- haes been devolopsd for each of these dimensions, and the client is ruated accord- : . B C Foster home for childrem, youth, or sdults
‘ ing to the mituntion at three points in time: at inteske (omit if the informutioa - Al E ;[ D Group home for childrea, youth, or wdults
J i hard to find), at the time when you are filling out Form 2 ("at apeessment"), . g s E Home for omotiomally disturbed childcen or adults
; and at mome future date to show the hopsd-for situmtion. Since the first two of - ’ 7 F Skilled rursing howe
theas points in time refer to tlie past or the present, the title Comdition of Life G; ! § ‘F G Home for the aged ("Board and care" home: I.C.F. I1)
. is used or the form, rather than the title Goals. ‘ § o H Intermudiate care fucilily (between "sxilled mursing noms" wud "board und
.. b care home®: I-C.PF, I)
v In the spuce labelled "At Intake," write ihe intake date and the ruting code for E ig T J Residential roster care institution for children
' each dimension. {You may skip this question it the informwtion is herd to find.) wl . g K Residential vocational rehabili :xtion center
. Under "At Assessment," wri‘s tho rating codes that describe the current situsxtion i L Reaidential school for blind or dewf
(i.c., the gituation &t tus time of axsessment). Under "Demired Goal," show the ‘( . g - M Dstomtion home for childrez or youth
coale for this client and your estimate of the date on which you expect the client o N H o
to attain this combination of goals. P : % i@ Type of imstitution 232,42
.y ! N Imstitution for the severcly mentully retarded
Simce the present version of Form 2 does not make specific provisico for recordirg : - P Medicul hospital for the chronically ill
case status in terms of four separate dixensions, pleuse write the four codes one o Jg R Memtal hospital

after tho other, kespiny them in the order in which they are named above. You may .
use commas or dashes to separite them, but this iy not mandatory. For example, 7 ;
if the goal is to make the client econowicatly self-sufficient, &s well as independeant .;
of gociml services, the goal will be sho.n as followas: 0l41.

Client/ngnncy apreenent or poxls, karriers, deadline and jproposed services =233
Mark "Yes" if at the be.inning of service you have explained the sorvices of the
#zercy to the client, if you have giver t .z client wn oprortuaity to accept or
reject services, if you have develojed « service plan w#ith clewrly stated goals
and an estimate of time needec to aitain those oals, and it you and the client
have agreed on the service plan, gouls, burriers, asud timetaple--all of these.

fred

If the "living situation" dimensionr involves either community~based cure or
institutional care, am additional code is required to show the type of facility.

(See ~232.4, -232.41, and -252.42.) f} Otherwigse, mark "No".
If the case will have several) stages, state your first major objective in the -4 . « :I Barrieras Servicec Plan —240
"Degired Goal! epace, rather tnun the ultinate goal for the client. For imstuace, ’ ~ Burriers are problems that preveat tie attaimrent of the desired tvile.  The
if aelf-gujport iz the ultimwete goal but certwin family problems umust be solved betore s ) service plea shows which wsrvices will be directed a;uinst each bari-er, and
the client cun turn her attenti to preparation for wmployment, stute first « goal 0 RN ;£ should be based upoa worker-client agreenent. List tne barriers in their order
calling for improvemeat in level of fumctionin, or living sityotion. Then, when : of importance, then liust ille services uext to the varriers tiey sre mainly
o this is attained, modity tne cusework plan and change the jouls, reporting the S O directed against.
changes on « suprlemental Yorm 2. ;} . i
> A ;E Barriers (Disrejard code sumbers primted on fora.) _ -241
Sub-pouls (1ike 4 ou the employuent scele) may by uued as your besired Goal it they i 10 Personsl problems, including—
will take considerable time to.attain. But you should hesitate vetore you choose them. o Psychological deponcency
- L 'r Delimquency problems '
You may program a Lesired Coal wnich appesrs to be voorer tham the comdition at - ws Inpbility of individuwl or family to accept hundicappin;, comdition
' ssgesomont if the client canvot be stabilized in a less—dependent condit:on. Thus, C 3 Isolation, loss of social contact
; a client with Huntington's Chorea might ecter service as fully self-supporting, but ' ]’ Fanily and individual nagative attitudes toward cumnuritly-based or imstitutiomal cure
¢ hig uwltimate wervice goal will be terminwl maintenwnce in a mertsl hospital or o " Inadequste interporsonal adjustment
successful placement in & nursing; hoxe. . i 4 Alcohol/drug abuse
. l | 20 Family problems, ircluding—
. wd . RO . ]1 i Births out of wedlock aad/or unwanted pregnancics
. - EW i Marital or family problems
. | - i Child behavior uroblems
; ' ;o I : Family mecber's illuess or need for care
i 2 3

Poteatial or actual abuse or neglect
Lack of knowledye ir parental fucctioning
Inadeguute home and fuuily management
30 Need for traiming or education, 1ncludinge
Iandequate education or trsining ,
kmployment-related disabilities not listed slsernere
i (Comtinues)
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PROJECT MANUAL

(Revieed April 1, 1973)
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40 Need for advocacy, information &ad referral, or mobiliuatior of resources, includimg—=.

Lack of child care ’
Lack of tramsportation
Lack of informatiom about commumity resources
Dincrimination
Lack of joba
Lack of lepgal aid
Lack of educatiomal, recreatioaml, or cultural opportusities
Divoriminatory admisaion policies
Inadoqunte mcreenimyg, susessment, or referral procedures
Lack of community snareness concernlug Service needs
50 Physicel disabilities, imcluding—-
Hundicapping offects of blindness
Other physical disacilities
60 Mentnl disebilities
70 Iradoqu. te living arrangements, including—p
Inadequate housing
Hazardous livimg arranpeneants
€0 Other

Sorvicoﬁ planned

Services and their codes are listed or. tne back of form 2. Do mot use
service 110 (Developmestal Services) or 120 (Educatiosal Services) as a roporting
code. f%hiese aro for future use.

Do mot report medicel cur'e uader Title AIX (Medical Avpistunce) au a social
service under code 160. Sociul service 160 (Services Related to Hewlth Ncods)
refors to the services that the socisl worker provides vhen he aleria clieats
to health problems, helps tham to underutand the importamce of gettimg jroper
hsalth care, holps them get trassportation to a health~csre facility, and other
related services iscluding public health nursing gervices funded with federal
sociul sorvices money.
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Method ' -243

Write in one of the codes given below to show the method by which the
service will be provided.

Code 4 (purchase) overrides all others. If code 4 doesn't apply at all,
try code 5 (referral to another agency) to see if it applies, If not,
ask whether code 3 (provision by another employee of the county welfare
department) fits., If none of these codes fit, write in code 2 (provision
by social worker--you).

You will spend some of your omn time for services provided mainly by
methods 3, 4, or 5. The time you contribute will show up in your activity
reporte on Form 3.

Codes 6, 7, and 8 are for later use to report deletions from the service
plan.

Mathod Codes

2 = Provision by social worker--you. Wrj'e in this code if you (the,
worker whose number appears on the fvurm) expect to provide this
service yourself without substantiel help from other staff people
of your agency and withcut the use of resources from other egencies.

3 = Provision by another employce of the county elfare department.
Use this code if the service will be provided by another employec
of the social sexrvices division of your agency. Neither financial
nor medical assistance is a social service. Therefore, a simple
referral from the social worker to the financial assistance wor-
ker will not appear at all on Form 2. If the social worker plans
to provide "servizes velated to health needs," (service # 160)
the appropriate code will usuelly be method 2. HMethod 3 would
apply to public health nursing services provided by couniy wel-
fare department staff. The same services provided by a county
nursing hoard would ' coded es method 4 or method 5.

4 = Purchsse, Use this code if any substaniial portinu of the service
is purchased. But note that care in a foster fanil, hcme is not
treated here uas a social service. The social worker provides
& soocial service (by method 2) when he arranges to place a
child in foster care and when he gives continuing supervision
of the placement.

5 = Referral to another agency. Use this code if the other agency
is to provide the service at no cost to your agency.

6 = Service deleted because not available from your agency.

T = Service deleted because not available from your community.

8 = Service deleted for other reasons (state them).

Ageney -244

If you reported a service to be’delivered by method 4 or.method'5,
enter the code for agency type in the "Wype" box on the same line
ag that service. See the reference chart of codes on the next page.

Enter the name of the agency you intend to refer the client to in the
"Name" box on the same line ms the service.

lgnore the words "If Purchased® on the form.
166

o RS Ey k 1oy o 6 ki 3, ML Db ¥ uikes -




B R T T T - oA v -
A
2 FuUOJECT MANUAL (Revised December 18, 1972}
2 - . PROJEUT MANUAL
?f REFERENCE CHAKT OF SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES ;
"‘ .
: Child Care Providers: % Exemples of service/method/agency combinations ~245
B Day-care center/nursery school. . . 05 Home~delivered meals Ticensee:. . 0% ; The following examples may clarify the use of service, method, and
by Fanily day care home. . . . . . . . 07 . - agency codes.
S Volunbary child ) o Mental Health Services Providers: ' '
Lo ntary child-caring agency . . .
! . & g. v Area mental health/retardation N ; Medical care
T [Foster family home for children . . 13] boardse » v v o v 0o o 0. v . 03 If a client goes to University Hospitals, to a general nuspital, or
3 (X [Group NOMEE + ¢ « o o o o o o o o o 15] State mental hospitals, + o o . . 17 to a nursing home, your agency is not purchasing "“sociel services,"
A f; OEO ) despite the presence of social workers on the ataffs of these faci-
2 g S N LR N R R R R Half-way house: + « o+ . o « o . . 18 lities, If you have a role in arranging such services, you are
- i; SUMmEr Campte « + « « o s « s o « » 08 [Foster family home for adults:. . 14] Yyourself providing service 160 by method 2. You leave the agency
L . . boxes blank.
f L Temporary holding facility. . . . . 19 Voluntary institution for emo-
&‘ - Delinquent children, public in- tionally disturbed children:., . 22 ) ‘ Foster family home or group home
¥ 5 stitution for:. . v v v o v v . L 20 : Psychologist, gsychiatrist, or ) ‘ ‘ Care in such facilities is not a social service for project purposes.
4 t Delinquent chilc:en, voluntary. . . agency providing psychological : z If you supervise the placement und arrangements, the service will be
. b institation for .+ + 4 . . . . . 23 service, other than area board: 32 : i 201 or 202, the method will be 2, and the agency boxes will be left
T A T e : 143 Vocational Rehabilitations, . . . - . blank. If a child is in a voluntary agency's boarding home, however,
- p Disu@lc? g(:EOnul Ageacies Providing ? Lons 09 o, , and that agency is supervising the plucement o.d arrangements, then
T Services for: Mental Retardation Services Providers: ‘ the service reported would be 202, the method would ¥+ 4, and the
Eb Department of Public Welfare, e.g.. Area mental health/retardation } type of agency box would be filied with the code Ol.
. L Services for the Blind, Srippled boardze « o ¢ v 4 s 4 s 0 4 . o 03 ] [ l .
L Children's Services: « « « » « « Ck L ; ! Residential treatment facility
S State institution for the 4 : . . . ) o ,
L Institucions for the physically retardeds + + ¢« 4 o 4 44 . . . 28 Loi This kind of care is a social service. Bhe physicel maintenance and
o , handicapped + + &« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v & . 21 .. E ! care are incidental and supportive to the treatment, which is socinl
S Voluntary institutions for bthe Day activity center:. . « o . . , 06 A rather than psychiatric. This service would be reported as 061 or 032.
B b < CULL * < . ria ’ N 2!
ff i retarded or handicapped « » » o . 2l [Foster family-home for adults:. . 14] 4 {; The methdd would be 4. And the agency Llype would be 22, 23, or 24,
b [Foster "amily home for adults:. . . 14] Voluntary institutio. for the P Education
S vetarded or handicapped:. . . » 24 - _ .
3 : Homemaker/home-health-aide egracy . ) . 0 There are iwo kinds of sewvices related to education that are to be
3 b (if single-purpose agency):. . . . 29% Vocational Rehabilitation:, . . . 09 25 raported as "socinl! service": 1) services of school socisl workers,
3 ¥ . . - . ¥ 3 10:
: ; s 1ocal school Systemie o o o o & o L which shoild be reporled ar service 171, method 5, egency type 10;
3 Y Home-delivered meals licensce:. . . 30% y . . 0 N and 2) HELP at ti.c University o Minnesots, which shou’1 be recorded
S locel Scitool Systems. o o . v o o . 10 PSYChOlOEiSt:,P?YChlatrlstv ¢r 2 gl as service 132, method 4, tyre 4. Other purchases of edvcation
oy Vocatd Rehabilitatd o agency providing psychological N AR for clients {such as beauty schovl) are not purchases of socisl ser~
S ocational Rehabilitation:. . . . . 09 gservice, other than area boards 32 vices. Arranging the education is a social service, however, and
3 ; Manpower Services or other empioy- Cther Sources of Social Services: i that should be reported as service 132 or 133, method 2.
C ment rervice other than " &y
Vocational Rehabilitationt. . . . 36 OED:e v v o v v v v v v v 0 v w0 1l Vocational Rehabilitation
. Business firms providing a service Model Cities, Pilot Neighboriwods 12 3 Cases involving the Division of Vocational Hehabilitation are reported
A rot ccded elsewhere, e.g., Legal Aidze o o v s o o 0 ¢ o o o 26 - ‘ in several wayas. If sheltered employment or a work activity center is
! ! Handicapste o o o o 4o s 0 0 0 o« & 35 . . . ; being provided, Vucativnal Hehabilitation 1s giving a sucial service,
> { Pumild 4 Tndividuals. Agenci County Attorneys. . « o v o 4 o o 27 ] - code 220, method 5, apency type 09, Other services from Vocational
g Lufo- 203 8N Individuals, Agencies Court (for use with service 070 ‘ 2 : Rebabilitation are not social services. Setting them up should be
g ; Providing Services fors : e * ted ice GO7 134, method 2
3 , — ONlY)2e o o o o o o o o o o o & 39 ¥ eported aun service 007 or 135, metho .
L Family service agency:s « « o o + . 02 Manpower Services or other emp- oo o ; Referrals to Services to the Blind are codel 007, method 2,
i ! Big Brothers, Bip Sieters:. . . . 28 loyiment agency other than 3, . g IZ i
? ‘ Local School System:. « « o o » o .+ 10 Vocational Rehabilitation:. . . 36 R ¢
3 E ‘ Titoritl Program: o » o « o o o o o 3% Other county or state welfare ¢spt 37 : : :I
: Private physician rroviding Othern}icezsed‘volgntary non- , @ P 168
fomily planning service:. . . o . 33 prolit organizationt. + « + .+ & 34 -
. ‘ Other govt., facilitys « « & « . « 4O X
Maternity shelter:s, , & . « + ¢ « « 25 ) L .
‘ i Business firm providing a service : ) 3
Howemaker/hume—hculth aide agency:. 29 % not coded elsewhere, c.g., ; . \ ,
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FROJECT MANUAJL (Revieed April 1, 1973)

Action (Date_/ / )
Entsr the dite or +hich you fill out the form, aad circle anr uctlon codc to
show what the Form 2 is for.
" O Chamge of worker. Write this code {which’ is rot pr lntod on the form) if

the caso has beex $ramsiarred to you from &mother worker jparticipating inm
the project. If you are aimultancously making other chunLos-u uew goal, for
iretorce——murk another upproprimte code too.

1 Start. Case was already ie the ceseload &8 of October 16, 1972, ard this
form is boimg completed im order to get the informetiom iuto the projnct's
data base.

2 New. Ssrvices are being provided to tnis primary cliemt for the first tims.

3 Raeopon., This primary client hxs received services nicn wers terminsted.
Now, sorvices are beiny imitiated & uim. N

4 Add -ixformation. For addirmy inforuati.n to +hat has slready bsen rsported.

5 Correct imformatiom. For -correcting and updating inlformationm already reported.

6 New plan. Circle ihis code if the service plaa. ?soo 11-240) is being changed.

7 New depired goal. ;rcle thie code if tue desired goal (moe II-252) ia
being changed.

8 Information ard roforral orly. Use this 1f I & K services ars the only mervices
being given. :

9 Clove. Circle this code if the case of thie primary client is bLeing closed aad,
for asome reagon, you are reporting this actiom om & form 2. (la gemeral, it
ig wot mecessury to do.so: rejporting the clorimg oam Form 3 is sufficioxt.)
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_PROJECT MANUAL

Revised 4pril 1, 1975)

FORM 3:  SOCILAi wURKER ACTIVILY ON BiHALK Gr' CLIERTS (See I-500)

Sturred (*) items will mormally be pre—~prirted om the form b& computer.

Jdewrtifyiuy Information

#County of mervice- ("COUNTY®)
27 Hexropin
62 Ramsey

#*30cial worker's ideatification wumber (MCaAsk OnKElt 1D¥)
Idortification mumber of the service worker respomsible for cases printed
below. Spuce is reserved for five digits.

®Report momth ("REPOKT FOR MUJZY  , 197 ") :
Morth is indicated by ite pluce im the ycar: e.g., Novemoer is coued 1l.

Currest Statug

$Dsgree of depemdercy o financial mssistunce (¥§")
See codes im sectiom II-232.1.

*Eoploymeat (Mubpn)
See codes in sectica II-252.2.

®lavol of functionizg (MEXV")
See codes im sectior I1I-23%2.3.

tLivieg situation ("LIV")
Jee codn3 im section 1I-232.4.

2Curreat barriers ("RZR")
The computer will priat tne two-gigit code r'or each barrier reportied to date
*that hus not beer reported removed. Barriers were reported <n Form 2 at imtéke.
¥rite codes for me. barriers under tue printed codes.
Codes are shows in detail im sectiom Il-241l. Briefly, they are as followa:
10 Ferzomal problems
20 Family problems
"~ 50 Need for trairing or educstioa
40 Need for mobilization of respugrces, advocacy, or ieformwtior und referral
50 Pnysical disaoilities
60 Meatal aisabilities
TC Imadequ te liviwg erruagements
0 Other

#Barrier stetus at end of moutn \"BK ST")

At the ead of the moxth, write oae of the codes from the 113t beiow mext to euch of
1t a code ig ulready

the primted barrier codeg to show tns status of that barrier.
printed, let it be if it is corrsct; cpoas it out wad write im tie mew n*atus if
there is a chaage.
1 Bxistirg. Barrier sti)’. exists; social worker is seeking its r-solutiun.
2 Controlled. Barrier ' & beem comtrolled through a eucy efforts.
3 Removed. ouvarrier has beem elizimated throuzh agency efiorts.

ot resolvable.
é El.mlnktcﬂ by recuvalycontrol of othur “ey barrinre, separxiely reported.

Y %%ii"Gt 'Z g 235332*?u'd¥d. hgyhgy,‘ynps brrriorn, esjurately reported,
ortrorled by events outside ageacy's coa .
5wlct0- darrier rncor*od oy m f:tagc 171

ooaat gy e g it Fyme 3.
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~300

~310

~311

~312

=513

=320

~321

~322

323

-324

=325

~326

Insuxmountaulofyzoolo 3 or clieat roninvaa%o prevant a golution.
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» . v \\ | PROJECT MANUAL . (Revised December 12, 1972)
Cage Closirg Data ("CLOSE") ~330 - \ £ :
3
H
Keason case closed ("HL") » 323 -t - . ;
Enter ona of the two~digit codes lieted bslow if the case of this primery client .. I Servicas Given and Units of Service _ ~350
is row being closed for social services. . " s This section of Form 3 has two identical blocks of columns in which
00 Tramsferred to amother worker. Hnty in the mame of T’h. other worker, and, if ‘ . to record informaticn about services provided. Record as many servicee
5‘\ he is in‘tue projsct, give his workei mumber, if readily aveilable. : a8 you need to. If you run out of space, rewrite the client's neme,
‘ OL Goal achieved. o - l L case ID number, and FM number at the bottom of the form and record the '
! 02 Client rejocts services. g ‘ additional services there. Connect the two report locations with an
i 03 Lost contuct with client. . . . . s - arrow from one to the other. Record only one service per line in each
: 04 Barriers remain, but further service cousidered ineffective. i block.
! 05 Cliert tramaforred out of ageacy's jurisdictiom; another ageucy hendles burriers. - - _ '
: 06 Client moved out of counmty. o | Record any service provided or arranged. even if you did not record it
- F 07 Client murried. _ -E : when you charted the case plan on Form 2.
08 Cl]:‘m“ geat to qul,.aorkhouse, prison, ete. ~ i% I You do nct need to correct the Form 2 plan by submitting an update copy ex-
: 03 C‘l%“t institutionalized. oanibl o ! cept when: 1) Client name or address is to be changed, 2) The targeted con=
‘ 10 Cliemt became age 1o -tate no lonr er respoasible. - dition of life ("Desired Goal") is tou be changed, 3) Other major changes
A1 Cliext died. - sf ! in the case are to be begun or portions of a family droppeéd from service,
; 12 Other. Note reusor om back of form. b or4) The case is being transferred to you from another project worker.
‘ Momth in which cuee clowed ("MO") -332 {1 SERV (Service Code) -351
i Enter the nunbsr of *‘hf moath. (November is 1l, etc.) “ U Write in the three-digit code for the service you are reporting.
- ; - Service codes are listed in a table on the back of every Forzx 2.
Client Identification ~140 SR : o
o P 4: METH (Method) : -352
LIERT NAVE -34 .
B ' 341 T3 Record the method by which the service is being provided, using the codes
! Surname of the client us listed on the Form 2 case plan, " ! ‘§ given below. The codes are explained in section II-243 of ihis manual.
i ¥irite in names of new clients for whom you have filled out Form 2 if : 2 = Service provided by social worker (you).
t they do not appear on this form. Vrite case and family wember numbers. Vi 3 = Provided by some other employee of your county welfare depariment.
. ' . - . i = Purchased
Also write in names of new clients for whom you have not yet filled H ¢ 4 - : . R . . . .
: out 'orm 2ts (pending better identification of barriers and soals). : 5= 02:2$X£g:rfree by referral to some other public or private sg:icy or
; In these cases, bLe extra sure ;-»u write in the case number and fanmily 3 : * .
\ : Y : 3 6 = Service deleted because not available {rom your agency.
; meq)ber number fcr eacli primary client, Do not uce groups a’ primary ¥ f& 7 = Servicz delgtzd b;caum not available in 'oir co:‘;unizy.
; clients (‘Lhe olf.’._ 99 family member nunber)! Use only individusle as . 8 = Service deleted b ,;f other reé ont 5
i priary clients. “ . ervice deleted because e son .
‘ | i
i . H AGY nc e ~353
; *FAMILY ID ~342 : iAge y Type) X .
if . . ps : . < - . Write in the code for agency type if you are arranging this service
| Case identification number. Six digits followed by a seventh check digit, i“{! free raferral (method 5§. éth?r;ise )l'e.ave this %?f.nkn? Agency type cgdes
: if any. . . :.( are givea in section II-244.1 of this manual and alsc in a little refer-
I Write in case numbers for new clienis {see =341 above). - [ ence chart you may have veen given.
; i HENNEPIN WORKERS should write in new case numbers as they appear on their . B :} BR (Barrier Against Which This Service Is Mainly Directed) . -354
B case files. Since Hepnepin County case numbers have no check digits, ; PR "'! )
: ‘ the keypunchers (NO? YOU) will add a zero at the right of each case number, . 3 ¥rite in the two-digit code for the barrier against which the service on
A R this line is mainly directed. The short list of new barrier codes is
A *fM # (Family Hember Number) . -Z43 . i, below, Choose one of the codes given. (A more detailed list of barriers
A ) - : and codes will be provided at a later date.)
$ Phe primary client's family member number. The code 99 means a group of . -
2 clicnts taken torether. This code-is to be discontinued eventually. Do by 10 = lfert?onal problens
"y ' not use it for new cisen. If a Y9 group changes in composition, brewk it - k “ 20 = I'Mnly' problq.ams
g up znd subzit pew Forn 2's Tor all its renberd. ] - . 30 « Nead for training or education ‘ ' ‘
% . o end 40'= HNeed for mobilization of resources, advocacy, or information and referral
*? ) 2 1 50 = Physical disabilities
% ! : "l 60 = Mental disabilities
s ' 70 = Insdequate living arrangements
172 vt 8C = Other
- ' 173
oo i T B T o T St o o TR

IR VR LI

e e T T B N e T e e T D R R i A S R S i
i : .

i ab ULk L s ¥

\

\ -




L - o N

IEITEE)

FROJES." MANUAL (Revised Decamber 12, 1972)

. Client and Collateral Contacts Records =355 T

) . +
Pime Units , =355.1 .

Pencil in the number of quarter-hour's you sperd on client or collateral ) ) ;
conta.ta for each service you peported in the SERV columns. Round off times ' =
to the nearest quarter-hour unit greater than zero. Put your entry into 'é,'
whichever column applies: Field, Office, Televhone, or Travel. Do not edd ' { N

" travel times into field timesj they should be separate quantities, not part
and whole.

If there is already a time reported for the kind of contact you are reporting
say, & number in the Office Contacts column under the Time Units heading),
erage the old number and add it to the new number of units you are reporting. . i,
Then write the pum where you erased the old value. See the example below, ' R T

If you work on s&veral services with & client, put down a guesstimate of :
how many quarter hours you spent on each service.

You do not have to distinguish between client and collateral contacts.

an
ot

Contact Tally ~355,2

Make a hash nark (//,&pr) in the appropriate column each time you have a
clisnt aor ccllateral contact. Mske only one tally per cont&ct, on the line
for the service the contact/interview was mainly about. (Tally one service,
but report timee for &ll services you work on.) -
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Here, line 1 indicates a half~hour field virit regaiding service 172 and thzee
quarter-hour office contacts regarding that service.

Line 2 indicates a half hour office contact regarding service 131 end four
telophone con‘acts reported as 15 minutes long (though some may have been short). *

Line 3 indicates no contacts so far this month relating to this service.

Now, if the client were to come in to see the wocial worker, and if they v
gpent thirty minutes discussing the WIN training program and forty minutes
deciding on whén a child could come home from temporary protective foster
care, the woriter would change the the form above to look like thisi L
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“ APPENDIX B
¥hy Throe Fores?
The GOSSS mstoria;s 8vailable to us in the fall of

1972
(in draft fora only) contained a Social Sarvices Inf

| | ormation Sub
This SSIS consisted of a ")oag form,"™ Byetem.-
’

—— acccmpanied by detailed coding, that
énsd for adding clients to the data base, reporting tain
certain changea

in feotuai j
or judgment information about those clients
14

and periodi
verif ; A
ying the fact that previously reported informatio
n

| remain change
Although thig aspect, o )

the rec i
ording of facts and judgments &bout cases,

¥orked out rathsp fully, -

the oncadme fOI Iecox(ilng ser vices deliﬁelsd ¥an
Y l b4 =

UiI huall undeve opedl Il SBELIGd 01651 t,at a BGP&IH‘?G onm our foxm 3

( )

8hould be designed for thig purpose.

Of vhlch t«hﬂ [+
llent wan a memb@ro Since a &iven family Eli@ht Cont&m 86'9:&1

le&!:y CIiGnt& &nd UIGIGfOIG Ieguite 8seve; ‘Ll O&d fOIm-B we daCIded to
’ l
¥

Put th.(, fﬁmi informﬂtion on a EGP&IGCO onm our Iozm l [ 4 lmit—‘no‘ nur

Form 2 {o fac |
tual informstion &bout the primary client Plus the jud
@ Judgment

items asgential to GUSSS.

meot and Coptent of
Fo n of Form 1. Rumsey County Wolrare Dspartment follows

the -
DPW~rocommended practice of nusbering the famil

Yy unitg within it
load, using the fanily N

wnit number together with an &ppr

| . opri :
of suffixes to identify e en

the case wi
e within the family, such ag the individual
&l 5 whe pubject of child welf,
are servicas, Ramgey w,
¥ was already

1°ad- fﬂlily in!omﬂtion .mto its own computexl%d lnfOIm&tlon 838'? m,
us a Ioad ]()[‘. des gnﬂt{)d R(,‘ 2 th&t 118 ted tha f&mil m’ﬂberﬂ &B’i

gnv? factual information auvcut each one

To de§ign our Form 1, we simply
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deloted ths minceded items—those not appearing on’ the €OSSS 1oed formes

froa the ROW 123. We had already decided z.: to ask the Ramsey social

workers to complete Form 1, knowing that we could get the neceasary data
from the RCW 123. Our original intention was to have project staff ex-
tract the data manually by placing & template over the RCW 123 and copylng the

exposed columns onto Porm 1. This explains the unusual spacing of Form l.

Gontent of Form 2. w1£h few exceptions, items on Form 2 were de-
rived directly from the GOSSS load form. The exceptions (other than
trivial mutters relating to case identifiers) are thoce items surrounded
by asterisks: the pfimary client's sddress, the date on which the case was
tranQ?orred fron the intaké worker to the field worker, and the "disposi-
tion" or reason for the closing of sny case that terminated immediately.
These bits of information, which the Remsey workers were permitted to ekip,
were addud for the benefit of the Hennepin agency. Hennepin hsd designed
an Interim System, &0 called bece'.se it was intended to meet that agency's
immediate nsed for social service data untjl such time &s & r.Té Compro-
hensive syatem could be developed and instulled. Hennepin put the Interim
System into operation throughout the agsucy during the period of our pro-
ject. 4As a condition of that apency‘'s participation in the project, we
agreed that participating social workers would not be required to do dupli-
cate reporting. Since the fourtsen workers in the project would be using
project forms, the project staff had to trenslate project data into Interim

System data. Hence, all data items included in “he Interim System bad to

be obtainable from project forms, if from no other source.
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The "Primary Client® Concept. What is a gcase receiving sooial services? m}
' : ot
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What 48 & primary cllent? Is a case identical with a recipient of public
assistance-~beering in mind the fact that GOSSS ¥as supposed to refer only
to social services covered by Pederal participation under the pubiic agsig~-
tance titles? Since Minnesota would not want to establish an information
system limited to public assistance-related cliente, how would Minnesota
wish to define n pervice case? Since & field test of GOSSS concepts in the
Minnesota environment was one of the avowed purposes of this project, we
Telt compelled to adhers to the definition used in GOSSS~~if we could
figure out what it was! FHere is & quotation from a GUSSS draft dated
January 1972:

85T docunents...are completed on each case actually receiviag

services. This in .
18 involved. . .. cludes 811 ceses with which the staff mcaber

Occasionally, when the case involves a family, individuals in
thg.family may be agsigued goals different from the guals
:BBlgned ?o the family as & whole. In this instance, a saparaste
ocument is gompleted for each individual having a different
goal, in addition to the document completed for the family aw

& whole., Thus, &n SS . .
goal in the cn;n.... 1 do:wment is completed for each different

-

4100, the "SSI document " (the GOSSS load form) conteined a space for in-
dicating whether the case was an individual child, an individual adult or
a family. A& GOSSS dvaft dated July 1972 did noing to clarify this mat-
tor. Thus, it appeared that a case (or a "primary client"; the terms

saenad to be integghﬁngvaale) might be either en individual or a group of
irdividualas. (Indecd, we interpreted the above quotation as meaning that
CSA eotuslly preferrvd the group.) Therefore, we originally vrot; as

follows (in Froject Manusl, I1I-225):
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e+.Ususlly the primary client will be onv person. However,

if several individusls have the same barriers..., same goal,
and same service plan, all may be shown on the same Form 2.
This situstion is most likely tu occur in & protective service
case, whorse several children are believed t0 be neglected and

will be receiving the same service.
Thus, for project purposes, one casa was representid by one Form 2, re-
gardless of the number of individuals appearing on ‘hat form. (The indi-

vidusls included in the case are shown in the grid area in the upper right

quadrané of the form.)

Having defined the composition of a case 8o ambiguously, we found
differences in the way in which the workers used this provision. We also

found some unexpected problews. Consider, for example, a family in which

the mother and oldest child 1live at home and have the same goal, self-care;
while the two younger children are in foster care and likely to remain s0
(community-based cere). Kost workers would prepare two Form 2's, as followss

. mother (FM # 02) and first child (FM # 03) on one form

. younger children (FK # O4 and # 05) on one form
Now, before the start of field work, we had decided no% to xeypunch any data
items not contributing to the operation of the system (Sociel Securi-y
numbers, fér instence). ‘fherefore, we punched only & single set of cards
from a Form 2. The case identifier punched iato the card consisted of the
case number, followad by the F¥ # of the individual. If more than one
individual was included in the case, we pun-.ned ¥M # 99 instead of the FHM #'s
of the individuals. In the sbove exasmple, there would therefore be twe
cases for which the same .uwbor had been puached, a problop that we did

not foresee, Another unforeseen probleh was %the tendency for the composlié&ion

.
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of a sase to changs over a perded of time, ag the worker changed his ser-

vice plan for a &Toup member or established & goal different from the goal
for other memberg of the prirary client group.

¥e tried to cops with these
diffioultioa,

the worst 8ingle type of problen in the entire data-proceesing

by modifying the instruction.
found in II-.225

oxparience, The modified instruction is

of the current version of the Project Manual, which appsars
elsewhers in this repppit

The List of Services. The GOSSS material contained g short list of

Bervicea, At the time when the broject forms were being designed, other
orgenizational unitg within DPW vere ettempting to Produne a uniform list
of services congistent with cur Federally-approveqd State Plan, with cup-

rently required statistical Yeports, and with carious other'structuroa

and procodures. It appeared desirabl

@ for the Project fo use ths definl=
tive list algo. The list that was considered to bhe "official”

at the time
was reproduced on the reverse pid:

of Foru 2.

Daspite the many criticiems
of this linf-—partly because of itg excesaive )

ength, oad partly because
programs" and “"servicegn
chenge throughout the project.

it soems to be a mixture of » —it was uged without

Barrjers. On Form 2 there is printed a st of barriers with tha
codoa aasigned to them, This 1list jig printed on the form solely to provide

& ready reference. Workers were not expectad to make notations on the

code list itself, but rather to write the solected codes in the Bpaces

below it, Therefore, when we

revised the list during the
project, we did ot think it necessary to print now
changed the manual.

ccurse of the

forna; we simply

/9o

¥

Hlth tHO exce tlonB the i 1St f baII ars was dIan fxom bhe

mw:ials dvallable a (-] imet he & ons Q -] AE werse

‘ ttor
chological dependency® and 1. Alcohoi/drug abyee,” the la
*03. Psycholog
Bade no
added after the forms hed been printed. In mpst instancen, we

attenpt in the manuel to define these barriera.

The workers found the list of barriers tee 1053 and unwieldy."Thero-
fore, in mid-project it was considerably shor?ohed, 83 shown in Project .
Manual, 1I-241. Since each of the original barriers was sesigned to ODJT
one of the nevw barrier categories, the older data could be translated into

. made it
% (By the time this happened, events elsewhere bad ma
tho nsw torms.

t d lssue'\ &hsx efOIe WG no 103891 ialt oblig‘-’d
’ E

the t W e Q i C&ted the

noed for change.)

, 35 concepts, anyonse
Condition-of-Life HMeasurements. According to GOS3S councepts,

' Lowi goals: self

ceiving social services should have ~ne ol the following

re
i io are.Al though
t, sell-care, comr nity~baseu care, or igétltutloual c
- ' X +d to
i appeal

t ressly stated, the interrslationship among these iouf pp

not exp

b h mhlcﬂl ‘ll nts could move, in the course Of tima, fxom one to

another of these. But they could also wove within one of the goal cate-
goriee.A For example, here is the scule provided by the suthors of ?OSSS
to deecriﬁe movement related to melf-care (which actually meﬁnsaiigiij;.
care if the client is a child). Although we have re-worded it

it into chart form, we have not altered the substance of the scale stoeps

that we found in the GO0SSS materials
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: S Social
Barriers Removed Services

Capacity for Independent Liviag

2100 - Adult in own home, able to cope. All Maybe
" Child in family home, function=-
ing at level approppiate for age
and condition. '

2200 ~ Improved 2 or more, but Yes
not all '

2300 -~ Improved -1, but not &1l  Tes

2400 - Entering self-care; planned None Yea

movement to self-care from

institutionsl care, community-

baped care,, or from gself-

gupport.
Thus,' a child who is sbout to be returned to. his family home after living
in & fester home is described inltially by code 2400 and eventually (after

social services have succeeded in removing or controlling all barriers) by

code 2100-

Experience with this framewori revealed its insdequacies. What is
the current status, and what is the goal, fcr a mentelly retevdud adult
who must live in a group home 80 that he car receive necessary supervision,
but who is able to work st an unskilled job in the community? If the goal
is said to be community-based care, and he has already attained that goal
by successfully adjusting to the group home (;;g.. all barriers to adequate
care have been rqnoved), how can the worker indicate his subsequent progress
when he obtains a job? Or if the goal is said to be self support, shall
wo say that he has attained that goal, to a limitei extent, even though
velfafe funds continue to be used to péy for his care in the group home?

Although this case example (and there are others like it) dowe not prove

/92
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At first, we expected most of the social workersAto‘have one or two
'favofite' services, i.o., services tﬁat they gave to most of their clients.
The right-hand portion of the October«November version ¢. Form 3ccontains
two identical panels, those hsaded "Service Code _", intended for the
worker's two "favorite" services. The service, method, and outside agency
involved were Supposed to be coded at the top of the panel 80 that these

items of informution would net have to be repeated for each case. The

last penel, headed "Additional Services," wag intended for services that

the worker gave less often.

This feature proved not to be helpful. oOur

list of service codes was sc detailed that & worker who recorded con-

8cientiously would use a great variety of the codeé (945., a "child pro-

tection™sorker" does net give only "chilg protective servicea"), khen we

discovered this, we discontinved the "favorite service" panels, theresfter

producing two identical panels similar to our original “4dditicnal Serviceu"

panel. (The only xeason for o anels was to give tne worker 8pace oppousite

each case name for the recording of several services.)

Mot only have the punels on the right half of the form changed; the

individusl columng within those panils have changed also. The reader will

recall thai the workers recorded their interaction with clients and collast-

erals in quantitative terms, using two measures: (1) the "time unit," a

fiftesn~-minute period spent in field, office, or teleptione contact, or in

travelling to make such a contact (abbreviated on the form as follows: F,

o, T, TR); and (2) the unweighted count of coutacts. In the Cctober-Novemper

version of the form, the workor way expected to write & numeral 1nuicating

the number of tine units, then circle the numersal to indicate a single
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contact. Thus, an office interview lasting one hour and concermed with oply
& single pervice ves indicated by writing a 4 {under O for ® £fice”) and

circling ihs 4 to show that all four time unita tock place in a single

interviow. Therefore, we eliminated the unimportant

This proved cumbersome.
distinction botween "direct" (f.e., with client) and "collatersl® contacts,
and used the space thus saved for one set of columna (#, 0, T, TR) in

which to gocupulate the time vnits and another set (F, 0, T) in which to
tally the coutacta.

When the giving of a sorvice was recorded, 4.9+, when time units and

contacts were written opposite & service code, it was ngcessary to know

which barrier wss the object of this service. Therefors, there are ”ba:rier"

columna (BR) in the right-hand half of the form associated with each sot

of columnp vhere activity was recorded. In the Uctober-November form,

each such column was followed by a culumn in which to indicate the status
of the barrier at month's end (BR 5T). This arrengsment was changed for

two reasons: (1) Sinco only the barriers being worked on vere reported,

.

& barrier could disappear without any attention from the socisl work:r

and we would never hear of its disappearance. (2) The workers complained

that they could not recall which barriers they had recorded on Form 2, and
henos were inadvertently introducing new barriera on Form 3. Thorefore,
they wanted the computer t¢ print an up-to-date list on Form 3 of the
barriers that they had recorded on Form 2. Moreover, they wanted to be
able to add barriers without preparing a new Form 2. For these reasons,

ve changed the left side of Form 3 by adding two paira of columns (HR, ER ST)
for showing all barriers in a case and ihe end-of-menth status of each,

regardleas of whether the barrier was wo.ked on during the month. (The
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- . , ' . ettaining those goals, etc.) and assuming that we chose to eccomplish the
tvo pairs of - i - 4
coluans are simply a spece-saving device, so that a case g . input to the data eystem by means of & "load document" for case information
Ny o . <F -
,_‘ with many barriers will not require &o meny horizontal lines of space.) ! . and a list-type "furnsround form" for social worker activity.
; On the Dec . : : ‘
ember, January, and Februery forms, the computer printed "i . ' The list of services, as mentioned earlier, was difficult to use.
‘ data in tho lef . . . ¥
oft balf of the form, using all appropriate columns over as g Separating "programs" from "services” would be helpful, especially if the
far as th i . . . wh ‘
o first pair of double lines: the iatest available code for : progrem designation attacied to a case could continue throughout the iife
condition of life, all barriera previously reported, tne barrier status 'i of the case and could reflect the organizational unit from which the client
E codea previously re ; v d
. i P y report, and the cese name and number. Iuring the month . was receiving service. (Others irn DPY have been working on thim problem,
. 1 for which the fomm was i ivi ; ; -t v .
,/‘_ i issued, the worker recorded activity in the right ~-é ;~ y‘ which is by no means trivial,)
L i balf of tho form. (Note that he still indicated which barrier he worked é’ - ~
" > ’
> ' . ) [ . £ ' N
R on.) Then &t the end of the mouth he turned his attention to tho left . “i Con . 4 good feature of Hennepin County's Interim System was the separation
f 3 : - J
; ‘ e T i i i t. 5GC
:/‘. half of tu6 form, where he updated the condition-of-life code, 4 e ‘of sgrvices into those provided .by the social workers and those secured
" the barrier status codes as necessary, and guve closing information if ” o ;“ kN 4 from outside agenciea, the latter group of services belng collsctively
- T, e e . o . 5 - 3
the cese had closed. If & new barrier had erisen, he simply wrote it in Ng Moy Y0 called ropovrges. Slnce the resourcos bedng used for & particular case
. ] st } : ' : ™
N a BR column. When the computor updated on the bucis of the informati.a I ‘ - tend to continue from mounth to month, the computer prints them on Heunepiu's
. ‘ ‘ rocorded by the worker, it printed any new barrier that he had edded and 3 o 1 turnaround form until the worker deletes them (rather than expect’ng the
¢ } L 2 .
: it deleted any barrier that he had coded &s "removed." It also deloted 3 i ) vorker to remembsr to list each resource cach month, as oa cur Forw 3)
e s any case that had cloaed. . i e ,‘ s } A further improvement would ba to sep-rate the resources into those pui~
A - - e ; ,E"-’r N
‘ PR chased from cther agencies or individusls and those ebtained freo frow
in March, we re reme . ; - I Ko ' '
' placed the ext lef't column with four narrow e : < other agencies (usually other wuits of governmsmt). Data on the purchased
coluana for the new four-di ; T~ el
. v e inenslonal coding scheme described earlier. o i s services could then be obtained from the local agency's veador peyzent re-
VA !
L Untoasted S ations for ther rovemont. The purpose of } ‘\ / ; e cordas without any effort on the part of the social workers.
~ o I
’ th‘ follo!ing .3 " 200 W ! | }
- ' paregrapho ia neithor to cttack the GOSSS concepts nor to [ In view of the great amount of trouble caused by the use of "primary
v Yo i : ropose a rad S ! »
o, propo ically different set of forms and procedures than thooe used “g s . 1 cliant groups," we would use & ssparate losd document for each individual
dur the aix . : : j t g
é{‘ Lo months of field work. Hather, the intention is to point "t \cadli TP who is & client {not necessarily every member of the family). This load
- out'a few things : ; et B :
o that we would now do differently, amsuming that ve were wt M KW : document would replace Form 2. Easentia) itums from Ferm 1 would appear
LI Y " ', ¥ ;“ N
s Committed to ossentially the same concepts (case goals, barriers to R o i i
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thereon, and Form 1 &5 a separate instrument would be abolished,

Workers were expected to update the condition of life and the status

of sach barrier every month, and the updating was done on Form 5. Since

DPd policy requires a quarterly review of each social service cage, we

would require updating only once each quarter, &3 a part of the required

review. As part of a more thorough consideration of the case (including

& revision of the service plan agd a change in gosal, perhaps), the result

of the updating and general reviev ghould be recorded on the load document

rathur than on the turnaround form.

The title ang column captions of the turnaround form (the replace-

ment for the project's Form 3) would no longer be produced by the computer,

of coursge. Therefore, the form could be made‘easier to use by shading

certain columns and by printing some ¢f the code lists in the mArging .

The yresence on Form 5 of two identical panels in which to record the

worker's activity proved tc be unnecessary. It vould be better to use that

épaco for making the columns wider, especlally if time units are to ve

recorded.

It is not really nucessary to relate the kird of service to the mcdy

of contact (field, office, or telephone), Therefore, the right-hand portion

of the turnaround form could begin with a three-column puanel for tallying

contacts by mode, regardless of the nature of the

service. Then the ro=-

wuinder of the right-hand portion could be used for recording time unitg

by kind of sarvice, barriers, otc., but with no further refersuce to the

mode of coatact, (This idea comes from liennepin's Interim System. )
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The new four-dimensional coding scheme for condition of life cau be
improved in several ways: (1) "Degree of dependency on {inancial uassistance
requires the socigl worksrs to gather information that they would not
othervise have, in vieu,of the separetion of aids from services. Unless
local agencies can eatablish a routine for routing the necessary informa-
tion to the sociml workers when needed, this scale should be simplified.

(2) The "Level of functioning" scale needs at leust one more leval, as
there is too largs a gesp between "Client requires iﬁtensive immediate
services to prevent serious neglect or abuse that may lead to death" and
"Client requires services to maintuin current style of living." (3) The
‘"Living situation" scale needs two improvements: an additional letter
cocde for type of institution to represent "Correctional institution;" and

5 or will kuow how
some re-wording of scale steps 4, 5, and 6 so that the us

to apply them to children (especislly infants) in Toster homes.
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§ *' * COUNTY
s W -
- i ] INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
5w [ L4
_ ; i SOCIAL WORKER # CLIENT NAME CASE ID FME
i i I
f DATE OF INTERVIEW

ITIME : start

* Reasscessment of Coadition of Life (Look at Roster of Closed
Cases, make changes on Roster) l)Condition of Life at
Assessment, 2)At time of Case Closing

i | : o
. | : |

- s |
TR e
Grvcead
ottt

REc ey v e Gam ot

B

5 tem

a3
%l 1. Which. services (looking at desk card) did you give
i - most frequently to this case? Which major
i i service arca did thesc fall into?
ﬂ APPENDIX C : —~—
< . CHILD PROTECTIVE SILRVICES - CPS
I EMPLOYMENT SERVICLES - ES ]
) e ) : W , UNMARKRIDLD PARENTS SERVICLES - M ]
.—} JTEVIE QUESTIONNATHES FOK SOCTAL WORKERS i ' MENTAL MEALTH SERVICES - Mu
) g MENTAL RETARDATION SERVICES - MR
‘l ’ ' 2. ____In the scrvice arca chosen above, what was the E
- outcome for this case? (Give Outcome sheet to social wor' zr).
} ﬁ * Peason for Case Closing should comolcment Outcome. :
(Look at Roster and makc changes that are neressary). B
T : E 3. Without services would condition of life havc improved, :
: . remained the same or degraded? :
- ! b
} . g 1. Condition of 1life would have improved without scrvices. £¢
f E 2, Condition of life imnroved because of secrvices given. ,
} f ' 3. Condition of life would have been maintained without f
: ‘ services. b
} : } 4. Condition of life was maintained becausc of services .
. given. ¢
[ . .
- 4 ' . . , ;
} % : 5, Condition of life deoteriorated without services.
% 6. Condition of life deteriorated even though scrvices .
1 : ; were given. ‘ '
! ,; i §
A )
i : X
] /] 7 g 3 P
; /73
r €% ' §?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE (CONT'D)

l. Yes
g. No, did not achieve desired goal.
» No, client and social worker never agreed on goals

5, Do you feel that the
e Lengt i 3 } ifi

by the eocl tha gth of Service was Justified

l. Yes

2, No
. .

Dghyou feel that you correctly identified barricrs for
is client? (Make any changes necessary on rbster).

*

A;g t?c statuses that are printed out the correct statuscs
close of case. (Make any changes ngecessary on rostcr\:

6. If services weor i
: 28 wWere not provided towards th
' 3% ' S ¢ ret 3
identified barricrs, why not? enoval of

;. Serv%ces not: available from agency,
» Services not available in community,

Boned  Bowd  &md 2.3

Somd

4

e
[t

Boered

Semed

13

3. Not enough time to spend on providing services to client "

7. ?ank ;he oVe?all bcncfit to the rlient on a scaie of 4 to
. vur being the high value, =1 the low value. <Code
X if the overall benefit is unknown. )

. 4 Outstanding
3 Above averacae
2 Average {in your experience as
& worker in this type of case)
1 Somewhat, but less thuen average ")
0 Little or no benefit !
-1 Decrimental )
X Unknown
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MINNESOTA DESK CARD

IOMDITION OF LIFE

Scale 1: Doncadance on Assistance

= No financial assistance

= Assistance is 1-25% of total inconre
Assistance js 26-50% of total incene
Assistance is 51-751 of cwotal incero
Assistance is 7€-93% of total ancone
Ascistance is 1008 of total incorme

VaWNWO
]

Scale 2: Iralovrent/Joh Readiness

Works full tire for pay

Works part time for pay

Works in rublic service tvoe erployrent,cte,
Unemoloved but trained and job-rea'.y
Uneraloved and in jeb-training

Unermployed but able to work

Unemplcyable

NONADN
TexEIng

Scale J: Llevel of Pfuactioning

1 = Yeeds Intenasive irmediate services to
prevent serious nealect or abuse

2 w» Neecds services to raintain current style

.3 = Needs services internittently

4 ~ Client requires no servicus

Scale 4: Livina Situation

1 = Can function independently in cwit home

2 = re e be ahle to i at home

= dent on others if s at home -

. tasad carce regulazly, un rweisad! Plug
S = zaced care ! vy occasienally, supervisad.y Codes
[ 3] ent on staff suparvision in community-based A-H

care facility

? = Stable institutional care Plus

8 » Instituticnal situation boconing s:i:bilizec Code

9 = Unstable institutional arrangenentc H,P,R,

Communfty-Based Care Faciliti

A = Half-way housa
B s Naterunity homa

€ = Paster hore

D = Grouo Hone .
E « Hone for erotionally disturbed children or adults
P » Skilled nursing home

G = Board and Care; ICF II

Hw» ICF I

& w» Residential foster care instlitution, for chn.,

K = Rasidential voc. rehab. center

L = Residential school for blind er deaf

M w Detention hore for children or youth

Institution

F & Inscicctien for the severcly rentially retavded
P = Medical Hospital for the cmotionally ill
R = Mental Hospital

Ruuson cace closed (™)

Eater ono of tns tuw0-2324t codes listed below £f the case of this primsry client

45 nov befng clexed for social garvices.

00 Trarslerred to wmndliter worker. write in the name of the other worker, and, if
he v i tre project, give his worker ausber, if readily available, ‘

Ol Godl achieved,

02 Clicnt rejects services.

02 Lost contuct «2th clicat. | .

Ce Esxriors rexain, but (urtier cervice coueidercd ineffective.

05 Clicnt translerred out of azency's jurisdiction; emother agency hendles barricis.

€S Client moved cus ef county. '

. 07 Clicut carracid. ‘

03 Client cent o :aid, .orithouse, pricon, stee

03 Client irstitviionulized.

10 Clicnt bucaze 2pe 12; state no lon_er resposcible.

31 ClMuat cied.
/95

12 Other. hote reason on back of form.
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2 } 3 tiveness
RARNLNRS : i A J Project on Rclz_ztlve Eﬁ;;z
- . ' } v of Sociul Services -
10 PERSOMAL PRONLEYNS, including-- DARRI 1R S'I‘A:l'US At BND or MONTI PYO ) . 'ORKERS
Paychological dupc.'.!lcncy R . . - CIAL W 7
belinquancy problens 1. Existing, Barricr stil} exists; social worker " } INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SO ) .
Inability oflindxvldunl or family to is secking ity resolution, . : '
hecept handicapogy: condition -y , 1ty o . ‘d e, ! i
Isolation, loss of social contact 2. Contz‘oll’.??. ?a.ucx. has been contrelicd through . ) . (1) According to the way in
Yanily and indfvidua! negative agency e orts, . f ) . e to be answered two ways: . av in which he
attitudes toward comIUNLLY ~based 3. Removed, Barrier has been eliminateg through _I‘ J FORM 3: Questicns 1-3 ar . and (2) according to ihe way the
or institutional care agency efforts, - A. o N orker is now using Form 3, i d after Unco begins io produce
Inndr'quntc: irntcrpetson.al adjustrnent 4. Nog; reso)vtxb]c. Insurmountabl«c problems or ) which the w b afm the form is revised an
20 PADY FRoos Y i Fiiont resistance provent solution, . . : intonds o use it after the ! |
Births oug or edlock andsor 5, Lliminaceq by removal/control of other key baxriere, ) form with cases liste ) ter the intesview
unwinted oregnancics . scr'mx_‘atoly reported, . ¥ . . s its on Form 3 :'unmedlately after \
Harftal or fanily mioblems 6. " Elinin: od by ovents outside agency contro), . ite the scrvice time units field visit, or after you
Child bhehaviar probhjems 7. cControlleq by removal/control of other key barriap. . 1. Do you wr t ou return from a :
Pamily ronber's 111ncss or need for care ' Separately renorted ¥ Barriers, ] ! occurs? (For example, after y
g j Y bt M " ol . 1 l .
:"gé;"é;“ﬁng;]gg;:"}nhf;:::n‘t’gl";‘Sr{g:'{minq B, Controlleq by events outside ageney's control, ! } hang up the phone.)
Inndonua'..e home and .’:mil.}' arrancemane 9. Delete. Rarr.er recorded by Mistake, '
30 NRED FOR TRAINING op FOUCATION, including--

Inndequate cducaticon or trainin ‘
nmoloyuent-rola:cd Cisabilities not liy .d
¢lsovhore
€V  NEED rog ADVOZACY, INFORMATION AND PEFERRAL,

s 4
’ irst then copy it
rd your activity somewhere else first, and
reco
If not, do you
OR MORILIZATION OF RESOURCES, including --
Lack of chiid care

y rces 1 I t ? 5 Wiag ou ([() I)Iease a > H shcwin&
ate 0 orm l attach n Llarnplb
how you IeCOId yol,ll ac lVlt‘Y l‘ ]_b...a.lly or s kebch an e)\a.mple on bhe b k 01
(If thls 15 h y .
T Q]t ron 3. A Lo R,
’ 1 t 1 ] ac
ansnortatio v‘
* nation a out cormunity

i rou make
ror Lhe form on which
g - i he title and form number of th
this page, or give the
Discrinimtioa |
Lack of Jous

bhe ilISt’ lec:ld Of 3Gu] aCbl'luy‘)
of ] aid

. .y ;
Lack of educaticnal, recreational, or f . Y | P
cultural opoortunities B : . s often do
Discriniuacory adaission policies irmediately after the 1nterv1€W, how —
Inadequate screenting, assessment, or don't record on Form 3 amm
referral procedurcs ’ ] 3. If you don _ i1y? Weekly?
Lack of corfunity awareness concerning . . you record on it? Daily?
scivice noeds wb - .
50  PHYSICAL DlS:\BILl'L‘.’i?S, including--
nandicapplng cifocts of blincness . . .
Other physical disabilitipe 3 . and if you're not planrning to,
60 MEKTAL DISiniLiTirs j - d on Form 3 immediately, feel thatit is
70 INADLQUATE L1ving ARPANGEMENTS, 1ncluding-- ol - If you don't now recor ; illing to do so? Do you i immediately”
Inadeguate housin L. Y it uld you be willi Y d record imme 3
g 3 hat conditions wo b that you wo
Hazerdous living arrangements - - . under what cor Form 3 revised in such a way
80 ornEk i ; possible to have ¥
j .
A2

CODES FoRr SERVICES

TRFORUTIC, & RIFRLL, SERvIcES .

v e e OO0 ZRINSIVE SCCIAL & RURZILITAT I IH-HOME CaRp M 1 } B
Jnoure vaicteaence, 4y, , Lol o1 o IS Bttty ] poyon) Hozensier, o L0000ttt T e t . : RIERS:
fpedprecraes oL (D DD T OO0 BSAVIthe WD T g Bopoakers oo e cLllliine B. SERVICES, GOALS, BARRIERS . top 3 or 4, in
Clotins & toucenoly cquifacat., o , ., , 003 Fental 1. uth aeriteng. . minreeen ittt e ey, e ¢ 27 (GlVG the top ?
c ¢ o Pte e s va,, 0ot Hoge nenagenent, other fungtisnal ' . ften on Form .
eneral ublic sorv, (fire, Folice, ets.) 03} Pre~:.-_:::tunor.nuz¢‘.xcn. S e, .09 sducationil services , L, , o D T " : . . did you list sost ofte
Eesdhcare . , , , ", Sttt se e, CCS Alternatives o 123t tutiona]szatteq, [} Cioru survaces 4, , o L L L 1] § 5 Which services emember them')
EQuad o7 ertuntty resources | I A3aistizve 4n rerypey 1, Sexunity , , | Goy Herowdolivered peats p ‘,j ¥ ¢ f frequency, as you rem
Olhtr..................m'r lndiv.\cual.r_d‘—ro.,:_,‘-ow,“nc._..0;,‘ Bousing, o 1 . --.....c---;;z ) order o -
L’bﬂ‘!o.‘l‘............... oo }‘.enldro:a:uuonsewxce......--09'.: R )
-cug.,r“,,-«,,,,,_._“ " LDCLLSL%'ICZS..............alt .y o
3103, swmviess yen TE ¢ e, 020 Suandteranyp, , | St e eeg . CUT-OF-UICHE Cany ' { 3
UECHI/onizens, ppsnpncy LEvICsS, 030 gu sctivity conter , , . | ! . Postor care for sdute. , , , feue e s 201 N b
Levexiticasing, , . e e e ea e on irou; Rerae o o L, ] v e e, Teoter care for essng eryauth ., . v ., . w2 gl )
perldential taatzent 4 L 5L 010t 032 " iduil asd proup Sourzoling o . , . O35 - coere i
A SRR NP 033 Behavlor jrestess Sfbtes ca 000200 PRURNCTR SEvice .- i
Catratient, . ety 03} hnnuq.gg,.) teretcea , L, L o ne 201 For child or Jouth o, 4, , ., , “ o6 ?}l } \g \
n“w.’ Fousas o s o el 035 Croup hozes, LYPE Y tousea, and Fer L1 S PO, M R I I I 71 A
Irdividusl ang CToup ceunseling , . 036 407 ceze progriz,

D I I T 02 SEILTENYD VOLKIACP/ « Clet ACTIVITY Covnim, . AuT i i
CJ:LMf-“-'? SIS L, e DEVELORESL Seavlcks. ., L, L., BC . sPecnu sIes rem sws avpnn T 2
Teup da : . Yelors/, » s SDUSATIC L - - N )
h“f’ dzy‘:ac J.ncl‘ ere/alter achool €4} sDJ.ch,.u ~avicks , , e e, g TRAISPUATATICY SuvIcks. ., , L IR M) !
Io-boze cure. C e e,

TR L) o TR 3 IS SLavicss Ut PrLelit3, suvices Weovore,,: .

Casus

? Do they fit
5 self-support, etc.)? tad by
i ini of the GOSSS goa_}s (se caseload were tabulsted by
6. What is your opinion : ot of view? If your
logical poin yo
most cases, from a

: neaningful sunmary of o
al, do you think that such a tabulation would be a mgo yoﬁ have philosopnica-
goal,

L IR 1)
(LR RN ssaviess, . ., , « e e .05

; ?
. 34 1 clients?
: ! I trying to accomplish with yog
Sdeeag R LT Establiah Fatematey, o, ,,,, ) AN v r what you are ol ? What'objectlons'
ated vervices , , , | IR V1) Services te childrea borg Ut of vedloec . ;.. Lo bjections to the goals'
QUBNLESITY weopan o SAMAYTLITAT [V Self-aupiecy for Bandleupped aguy o | | 33 NTELR SERVICE. T ) i oby
BERVIZES )3 Cllant o Yeuins, . 50 ¢ SEvvIcss VTR SIICSS o v 2 i %
Restdenzsay treataent ., , . . .. 08 T ARIes

Other o  , ,

I P
o e0gr Csumap,
" CORKECT O
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> eulnrvlen..........x'll
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What is your opinion of the barr

iers? For a given cas

€, can you usually

find one or more listed barriers that seems to fit thab particular case?

Do you have a case example tha
8ll, or that fits very poorly?

" Can you suggest barriers that should be ad
philosophically to the "barrier® concept?

What is it?

19¢

ded to the list?
In what way?

Do you object

“

t does not it into the GOSSS framework at
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APPENDIX D

PROCLDURES FOR DATA PROCESSING
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APPENDIX D

Initial Loading of Cases. Only those workers fiom‘Hennepin County
completed Form ls. It was possible to obtain the necessary information
from existlg computer files for Ramsey County participants from the Form
RCW 123's. Participants from both counties completed Form 2s for those
cases selected for the study from their current open cases in their case-
loads. After the forms were completed they were collected by members of
the project staff for review and edit. The forms were checked for completion,
consistency among related items, and for content "correctness". The forms
were then forwarded to the Unco, Washington, D.C. project staff for pro-
ject staff for processing. The forms were coded onto 80 column format
sheets for keypunching. When the forms were coded there was continuous
quality control ‘eidting. When the cards came back from keypunch, they
Qere forwarded to the programming depértment for the Interim Turnaround
Document Progrém. The initial‘roster of cases listed by cgseworker by
county was then produced. The rister was reviewed by project staff :ad
returned for any corrections and chdnges'necessary and resubmitted. It

was then given a final review and mailed to Minnesots project staff for

review and distribution.

The Initial Turnaround Document Program. All initial Form 2's

produce the first set of turn around documents, The information from
Form 23 formed File 2, The information coded in by the participating
social workers on the Initial Turnaround Document produced Files 3 (for

Time unit and contact information by service and barrier) and 4 (monthly

status information on the condition -of life and barriers as well as case
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closing information). Subsequent Turnaround documents were produced by

merging Files 2 and 4 in the Monthly Turnaround Document Program,

Initial Turnaround Document. The Initial Turnaround Document printed
the following information for each social worker:
Condition of Life at Assessment
Last Name of Client

Case ID
Family Member Number

The social workers coded all service activity given to clients duving
a one month period measured in 15 minute modules of time and number of
contacts as well as an assessment of the .client's condition of life and
the status of the identified barriers at the end of the month. If a case
glosed, the reason and month of closing weve recorded. The documents were
collected at the beginﬁing of the next month by ghe Miﬁnesofa project office

for review and edit and forwarded to the Washing-.on, D. C, project office

for processing in .the same manner as Form 2s described above,

Monthly Turnaround Documenrs., The monthly Turnaround ﬁocuments were

«

coded and processed in‘the same manner as the Ipitigl Turnarou:.d Document
with the updated information supplied from the previous Turnaround Document
going in.to Files 3 and 4. The Initial Tirnaround Document was used for
coding for two months. When the first one was submittediat the end of the
firet recoréing month of the project, a duplicate was retained hy the

social workers for recording of the next months activities. The information

that was updated by the social workers in coding the initial Turnaround

Document was reflected in the third'month's Turnaround Document. Submission,
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collection and processing of the data took one menth, therefore the turn-
around documents reflected the composition and the condition of the social
workers caseload as of the end of the month prior to the just finished
recording month. (Information coded on a December Turnaround Document
would appear in updated form on the February Turnaround Document.) The

worker retained a carbon copy of their completed Turnaround Document as

reference for coding in the next month.

As new cases opened, Form 2s were submitted and merged with the
existing Files 2 and 4 and the new client names appeared on the social
worker's Turnaround Documents, As cases closed and this information was
recorded on File 4, the names of the clients for whom services had enﬁed

were dropped from the Turnaround Document.

The changes made in the content of the Turnaround Document are detailed
in Appendix B. . In addition to the program changes made to accommedate

new ficlds or revisions of existing fields of informacion, there were

program changes to facilitate faster and smoother procedural changus. It
would be desirable to have faster turnaround for this type of document to

facilitate accurate non-conflicting recording of monthly activity.

Rogter of Closed Cases, At the end of the study period a roster of
each social worker's cases tﬁat had closed during the study period was

produced. This roster listed the following information:
Condition of Life at Assessment

Condition of Life at Closing

Barriers and Barrier Status at Closing

Reasen for Case Closing

Month of Case Closing

Client Last Name
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Case ID
Family Member Number

St Gt s A G - 58

This information was then reviewed by each social worker reporting closed

cases and all information in these fields was updated,

Closed Case Interviews - File 5. In addition to the review and update

of data existing on Files 2 and 4, the social workers were interviewed
for a subjective assessment of all clients for whom services had ended and
the case was closed. This interview is described wslsewhere. The

information from the questionnaires used in the interviews was placed on

File 5.
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Analytic Data File. The analycic data file was produced from infor-

Lo

mation contained on all files -~ 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Those fields of infor-

s
g

mation to be considered in the analysis of the data were extracted singly

or in combination with other related fields to produce data in the most

s

feasible form for analysis., The data from this file was then used in the

analysis.

&d

Work Volume. The numbers of forms submitted by the workers were as

fornd

followa: Lo
Hennepin Ramsey —x :
Form 1 Form 2 Yorm 2 wh ;
Stert 449 566 . -3
New 102 128 o4
Reopen 5 7
Subtotal 556 T01 .
Add information 0 3 :}
Correct information 2 25 ws '
Subtotal 2 28 L
New plan 0 3 ;
New desired goal 0 7 . o
Subtotal 0 10 ‘
Cloze 0 12 -3
Total forms subnitted 558 151 w
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protection,,(service-specific outcomes); and (3) social workers' Judgments.,

The service-generic approach was found to be acceptable for Employment
Services cases but for no other kind of service. The service-gpecific
approech, requiring a separate set of categoriecs for each service that is
being evaluated, seems adequate for gross kinds of analysis in the other

four kinds of service wherce il wos tried. (See pages 3-22 through 3-28.)

Cost Mensurenent

of specific servicas is roported in Table 5.21.°7

The cost of worker-provided services was estimated by requiring each

social worker %o report the amount of time that he spent in client and
collateral contacts pertaining to each case in the study. The worker's
salary was then weighted with factors representing various kinds of over-
head, so that the cost of Lis work per hour of contact time could be de-
termined. Yhis rate, which averaged $46 for the 30 participating social
vorkers, represented the cost of an hour of ccatact time along with an
appropriate share of non-contact time. (See pages 4-13 to 4-22 and 5-25
to 5:28.) The werxers spent 36 perceni of their tire in vontacts with

clients or collaterals, or in traveling to mske field visits. (The cost

.

Sost-Effectivencuss Comnarison

The only noteworthy cost-effectiveness finding was that cases in
which therc was agreerent on goals between worker and client fare betler

than those in which such agreement was absent. (See papes 5-3 and 5-4.)

Utilization-Belated Matters

In the interests of credibility, validity of data, and feusibility of
data-collection method, project staff made an extensive, continuing effort
to involve tho purticipatiny social workers in the development and refine-
ment of the data-collection system. ue are convincod subjectively that
tﬁis approach is "the only way to go." (Sve paces 4-13 to 4-17.)
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